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TalxrrARIAN Controverſy reviewed: 
OR, A 


DEFENCE 


OF FHE 


APPEAL to the Common Senſe 
of all Chriſtian People, &c. 


WHEREIN 


1 Particular advanced by the Reverend 

r. M DoxNxRHTLTL in his Sincere Chriſ- 

Fo s Anſwer to the Appeal, is diſtinctly 

conſidered ; ſeveral other Subjects relative 
to the Queſtion, are diſcuſſed ; 


AND 


An humble Attempt is made to put a final Period, 
ff poſſible, to this Controverſy, by a ſolemn 
Addreſs to the moſt judicious Defenders of the 
Athanaſian Trinity, 


By the AuTnor of the APPEAL. 
Prove all things; hold faſt that which is good. 1 Theſſ. v. 21 


Theſe were more noble than thoſe in Theſſalonica, in that they 
received the ward with all readineſs « of mind, and ſearched 
the Scriptures daily, whether theſe things were 

Acts xvli. 11. 
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AN 
A N W E 


TO THE 


P.REF ACE: 


cc N Appeal to the common ſenſe of 

all Chriſtian people, naturally ſup- 
poſes, that all Chriſtian people are compe- 
tent judges of the ſubject matter of ſuch 
Appeal.” 

Anſ. I cannot help judging, that com- 
mon Chriſtians are enabled by God, to form 
a judgment about doctrines they are re- 
quired to believe and profeſs : for otherwile, 
the kind and compaſſionate Father of all 
rational creatures muſt be deemed a rigorous 
tyrant, who requires a duty, without afford- 
ing ſufficient means to perform it: from 
whence it may be juſtly inferred, that the 
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articles of belief neceſſary to ſalvation, muſt 
be few, plain and eaſy to be underſtood; 
as, indeed, they are repreſented in the Goſ- 
pel of Chriſt, which was preached to the 
poor, mean, and ignorant, as well as the 
wiſe and learned. 

« But the author of the Appeal has ex- 
ceeded the bounds, to which he profeſſed to 
confine his Appeal. He hath 33 de- 
viated from the tranſlated text of Scripture, 
which only his judges can underſtand. He 
hath been obliged to have recourſe to the 
authority of the learned, in ſupport of his 
corrections of the vulgar tranſlation; and as 
often advanced his own comments and para- 
phraſes, which his judges are implicitely to 
aſſent to upon his bare word. It is evident 
then, that the learned only are judges in 
this debate, the bulk of mankind being in- 
capable of conſulting the original; they muſk 
depend upon the authority of the learned 
for the plaineſt truths in the tranſlated text, 
of which therefore, they are only fo far 
judges, as they have received conviction 
from the teſtimony of the learned, that the 
facred books have been carefully preſerved, 
and as faithfully tranſlated.” 

Anſ. The author of the Appeal, prot feſſed 
to confine the debate to Scripture, interpre- 


ted 


* 

ted by common ſenſe; for which purpoſe the 
tranſlated text, as being in general faithfully 
done from the original, is well adapted: 
but, as the learned are agreed, that there 
are ſome miſtakes in the tranſlation, and 
particularly in ſome paſſages relating to this 
queſtion; he cannot be juſtly blamed for 
acquainting the Engliſh readers with it; 
nay, rather it was his duty to inform them, 
that ſuch paſſages were either ill tranſlated, 
or that no ſtreſs ſhould be laid upon the 
preſent reading, as being ambiguous in the 
original. Surely, this was keeping within 
the bounds preſcribed ; for a faulty tranſla- 
tion of Scripture, or a corrupt reading, can- 
not be juſtly eſteemed real Scripture. The 
unlearned, indeed, cannot judge, whether 
the author of the Appeal has done it fairly 
and impartially; and therefore, he has ap- 
pealed to the learned, as to thoſe particu- 
lars; neither can this author prove, that he 
has attempted any corrections of the vulgar 
tranſlation, witliout juſt and ſufficient cauſe, 
It is obſervable, that there are quoted in the 
Appeal above four hundred texts of Scrips 
ture, and the number of texts, which he 
thought himſelf obliged to take notice of, 
as being either ill tranſlated, or doubtful in 
the original, are but eleven; ſo that he can 
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ſcarce be ſaid to have deviated frequently 
from the vulgar tranſlation. Neither hath 
he advanced his own comments and para- 
phraſes, without producing the evidence, on 
which they are founded. It may be referred 
to the judgment of any unprejudiced perſon, 
whether the whole ſtrain of the Appeal does 
not expreſly contradict that groundleſs in- 
ſmuation, as if the author expected his 
judges to believe him upon his bare word. 

« But the unlearned cannot judge about 
interpretations of Scripture, becauſe they 
cannot examine the original languages, in 
which the Scriptures were written.“ 

Anſ. J hope this author will allow, that a 


book written in a dead language may be 


faithfully tranſlated into another; that the 
ſenſe of the author may be ſo clearly de- 
livered in the tranſlation, that a perſon un- 
acquainted with the original, may get a com- 
petent knowledge of the ſubject matter. 
Upon this conceſſion, common Chriſtians 
may reaſonably be ſuppoſed to form a good 
judgment about doctrines, they are required 
to believe and practiſe, by the aſſiſtance of 
the Engliſh tranſlation, which, as to the 
main, is univerſally allowed to be exact. 
What was preached and written, for the uſe 
and inſtruction of the unlearned as well as 

learned, 
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learned, may certainly be underſtood by the 
former, as well as latter. Let it be always 
remembered, that the Goſpel was p ched 
to the poor and ignorant, from wh we 
may be well aſſured, it was ſuch a Goſpel, 
as the poor and 1gnorant could underſtand, 
Accordingly, we find that the things which 
Chriſt and his Apoſtles lay the main ſtreſs 
upon, are level to all underſtandings ; they 


are ſo plainly, and frequently inculcated in 
the New Teſtament, that they cannot be 


diſgurfed by the worſt tranflation of the 
Scriptures ever publiſhed 1n the Chriſtian 
world. 

This author's book is a demonſtration of 
the falſhood of what he contends for, name- 
ly, that the unlearned are not ſufficient 
judges of controverſies about interpretations 
of Scripture: for he labours to prove his 
own interpretation of Scripture to be more 
rational than that of the Appellant's; which 
neceſſarily implies, that he expects his rea- 
ders to judge, according to evidence laid be- 
fore them. To profeſs to prove, that the 
unlearned are not ſufficient judges; and at 
the ſame time to write a book peculiarly de- 
figned for their uſe, wherein he appeals to 
their judgment about interpretations of 
Scripture, muſt neceſſarily be thought a 
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manifeſt inconſiſtency: the plain meaning 
of 1 it 15 this; common Chriſtians have no 
right to judge about religious ſubjects, un- 
les they judge, as directed by their ſu- 
periors. | 
As to the point, of the ſacred books hav- 
ing been carefully preſerved ; it is readily 
granted, that this depends in ſome meaſure 
upon an acquaintance with hiſtorical facts, 
tranſacted many hundred years ago. But 
the circumſtances of this grand affair are 
ſo ordered by providence, that even unlearn- 
ed Chriſtians may be enabled to ſee the evi- 
dence, when honeſtly repreſented. The ar- 
gument may be urged in the following man- 
ner: 


: With regard to the books of the New 


Teſtament it is a matter of fact univerſally 
atteſted, that they were written in the very 
age in Which the facts were done; and diſ- 
verſed into many hands at that very time : 


that theſe books, as containing authentic ac- 


counts of Chriſt and his doctrine, and the 
firſt ſettlement of the Chriſtian: church, 
were received with wonderful reſpect, and 
read in Chriſtian aſſemblies every Lord's Day, 


from their firſt appearance. Farther, it is a 


matter of fact well atteſted, that theſe books 
were trauſlated into different languages, and 


diſperſed 
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diſperſed into many different nations: that 
all Chriſtian writers in every age have re- 
ferred to theſe books as genuine; and ſome 
of them have quoted great numbers of paſ- 
ſages from theſe books, which, upon com- 
pariſon, are found the ſame with our Eng- 
lich tranſlation, without any material varia- 
tion: that theſe books have been conſtantly 
employed by the different fects and parties, 
into which the Chriſtian church has been 
unhappily divided, to confirm their reſpec- 
tive opinions; and conſequently, it was not 
in the power of one fet of men to corrupt 
theſe books in any conſiderable degree, be- 
cauſe they would have been certainly de- 
tected and expoſed, by the other parties of 
the Chriſtian church. 

And in fact, that theſe books have not 
ſuffered any important corruptions, unde- 
niably appears from the vulgar Latin Bible 
of the church of Rome, which agrees with 
all other Bibles as to the main; ſo that any 
unprejudiced Chriſtians may be enabled, by 
reading their on Latin Teſtament, to ſee 
and expoſe, thoſe enormous corruptions the 
Papiſts have introduced into the Chriſtian 
church; which, I ſay, evidently demon- 
ſtrates, that the prieſts of the church of 
Rome did not corrupt the Scriptures, when 

they 
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they had got ſo much power in their hands 
for ſeveral hundred years, in this weſtern 
part of Europe. In truth, it was not in 
their power to corrupt the Scriptures, even 
during their moſt extenſive and prevailing 
tyranny, becauſe there were always ſome 
brave and honeſt Chriſtians and Churches, 
when the authority of the Pope of Rome 
was at its greateſt height. [See ſome Re- 
marks upon the Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory of the 
antient Churches of Piedmont. By Dr. 
Allix.] | 

Beſides, the Eaſtern Church had poſſęſſion 
of the Scriptures, as well as the Weſtern; 
and therefore, a new, or corrupted Bible, 


might have been confronted with copies 


from the Eaſtern church. 

It is worth obſerving, that the governing 
part of the church of Rome were under 
no temptations to attempt an alteration in 
the Scriptures, as they completely gained their 
main purpoſe another way, by keeping the 
Bible in their own hands; ſo that the people 
had no opportunity of reading it in the vul- 
gar tongue; by which means they as effec- 
tually ſecured their ignorance, implicit obe- 
dience, and ſpiritual flavery, as if they had 
put into their hands a corrupted Bible. 


I humbly 
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I humbly preſume, that there is nothing 
in this account, but what unlearned Chn{ 
tians are capable of underſtanding ; and con- 
ſequently, they may be convinced by ſatiſ- 
factory evidence, that the ſacred books have 
been carefully preſerved. 

Add to this, that the truth of the books 
of the New Teſtament is wonderfully con- 
firmed, by the general hiſtory of the times 
that immediately followed their publication. 
It is agreed on all tides, by Heathens and 
Jews, as well as Chriſtians, that there ap- 
peared ſoon after our Saviour's time an 
honeſt ſet of men, who would not worſhip 
idols, who gave up the gods of their reſpec- 
tive countries for the profeſſion of chriſ- 
tianity, which required an abſolute rejection 
of all idolatry, though attended with the 
greateſt evils of this preſent life. There is 
ſomething more extraordinary in this amaz- 
ing turn, than is commonly imagined. It 
is well known, that no principle more uni- 
verſally prevailed through the whole heathen 
world, than that all perſons were obliged to 
conform to the eſtabliſhed religion of the 
country. The philoſophers themſelves, not- 
withſtanding all their fine notions of one 
ſupreme God, of virtue, and immortality 
of the foul, not only complied with the 
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worſhip of gods eſtabliſhed by law, but 
likewiſe inculcated the fame practice to 
others. When they knew God, they glori- 
fied him not as God, as the great Apoſtle 
juſtly obſerves. Even Socrates himſelf, whom 
J uſed to eſteem as the glory of the heathen 
world, becauſe he ſuffered for the open pro- 
feſſion of one ſupreme God, appears to have 
lived and died a groſs idolater. The biſhop 
of London, in his ſermons lately publiſhed, 
has ſtated the caſe of this mighty Con- 
feſſor; who, indeed, was called upon, by 
public authority, for talking too freely of 
the gods of the country, and for teaching 
the youth to deſpiſe their altars: but in his 
defence, the great Socrates maintained before 


his judges, that he worſhipped the gods of 


his country; ſo that, notwithſtanding his 
belief of one ſupreme God, his practice was 
idolatrous. As this impious principle, name- 
ly, that 1t 1s the duty of all perſons to wor- 
ſhip the gods eſtabliſhed in their reſpective 
countries, was deeply fixed in the minds of 


the heathens, by the expreſs authority of | 


their wiſeſt men, ſupported by the intereſt 
of prieſts, and enforced. by the power of 
magiſtrates; it muſt be thought a very 


amazing change, that a ſet of men ſhould 


ariſe, who acted upon a principle directly 
| contrary ; 


_ 1 — 


[ 131 

contrary; namely, that it is a duty to reject 
all falſe worſhip whatſoever, though eſta- 
bliſhed by public authority, and to profeſs 
and practiſe in religious matters, according 
to conſcience, notwithſtanding all the ter- 
rors and allurements of this preſent world. 
It is a matter of fact, not poſſible to be 
overthrown by the greateſt ſceptic upon 
earth, that Chriſtians acted this brave and 
glorious part, in obedience to the expreſs 
injunctions of their Lord and Maſter, Jefus 
Chriſt: they thought it worth their while 
to part with the moſt valuable intereſts of 
this preſent life, and ſuffer the moſt terrible 
perſecutions, rather than comply with the 
worſhip of gods eſtabliſhed by law.—Chrif- 
tians continued in this perſecuted ſtate, more 
or leſs, for the firſt 300 years, of which 
{tate there are faithful accounts in the Eng- 
liſh tongue; from whence, unlearned Chril- 
tians may be furniſhed with arguments for 
the truth of Chriſtianity, without depend- 
ing on the mere authority of any ſet of 
teachers, or any modern church whatioever. 
1 would recommend to unlearned Chritilans, 
Cave's Primitive Chriſtianity; Echard's Ec- 
cleſiaſtical Hiſtory ; or, Whiſton's Sacred 
Hiſtory of the Old and New Teſtament, 
from the creation of the world, till the 

days 
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days of Conſtantine the Great. At the lat- 
ter end of the laſt volume of this very uſeful 
work, there are excellent propoſals made; 
which, if ever reduced to practice, would 
be of admirable ſervice to learned and un- 


teamed Chriftians, through every part of 


Great 1 ain and Ireland, with the plan- 
tations thereunto belonging. 

_ is carefully to be noted, that, when the 
capacity of common Chriſtians 1s maintain- 
ed to judge about religious matters, it is 
taken for granted, that they are ſuch per- 
ſons as are diſpoſed to exerciſe the abilities 
which God hath given them, upon religious 
ſubjects; that they will employ their rea- 
ſon with the ſame attention about the will 
of God, as they would naturally do upon 
any worldly concern. Of ſuch perſons it 
may be truly ſaid, that they are competent 
judges of all points, relating to their faith 


- 


Thus, I have ſufficiently vindicated the 


right and capacity of the unlearned to judge 
bout Scripture, and interpretations of it, 


bjections of this author, which, 
rly owns, are of the fame nature 
With thoſe 8e by Papiſts on one fide, and 
unbelievers on the other. 


The 
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The enormous claims of Popery are found- 
ed upon this principle, that unlearned peo- 
ple cannot judge about Scripture and inter- 
pretations of it; and therefore they ought 
not to be truſted with the reading of it in 
the vulgar tongue, leſt they run the hazard 
of erring in the moſt material points. This, 
I cannot help thinking, is more conſiſtent 
than proteſtant popery, which in words and 
profeſſions allows, and contends for, a tranſ- 
lation of the Scripture into the vulgar 
tongue, and recommends the uſe of it to 
the unlearned; and at the ſame time denies 
them the privilege and right of forming a 
judgment about what they read, unleſs they 
happen to agree with the determination of 
their ſuperiors. 

On the other ſide, unbelievers object, that 
the people can know nothing of the Scrip- 


ture but what the prieſts tell them, who arc 


hired to maintain 1ts divine authority : 
that it was written in languages dead long 
ago, and therefore the people muſt depend 
upon the authority of their teachers for the 
faithfulneſs of the tranſlation, and likes iſe 
for the Scripture being tranſmitted from age 
to age in purity and incorruption. 

The objections of theſe different dverſa- 
ries have been ſufficiently obviated, by what 


1 
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I fave already obſerved. The conſiſtent pro- 
teſtant and ſincere chriſtian, may be enabled 
to give a reaſon of the hope that is in him, 
without an implicit reliance upon the mere 
authority of any ſet of teachers, or any fect 
or party whatſoever. Blctled be the God and 
Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, who has 
afforded eh evidence of his will in the 
moſt cſiential points, that ſincere perſons of 
e — capacitics may determine for 
es in religious matters, in the midſt 
of a divided and contentious world. 

I have a right to « ae a concluſion di- 
rectiy Contrary to that of this author; name- 
iy, that the author of the Appeal to the 
common ſenſe of all chriſtian people has 
purſued BU very method, by which the Goſ- 
pet was at firſt eſtabliſhed, the publication of 
it was a direct appeal to the underſtandings 
of common people, as well as the wile, 
earned, and powerful. He has paid no po- 
pular fßlaltery to their underſtandings; it being 
neceflarily required of all perſons, to whom 
any ſort of religious profeſſions is a duty, 
that they ſhould be able to ſec with their own 
eyes, what faith, worſhip, and practice the 
Goſpel has expreſsly appointed. Neither 
hath this author attempted to anſwer thoſe 
plain obſervations in the beginning of the 
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Appeal, which undeniably demonſtrate the 
right and duty of chriſtian people to judge 
for themſelves. in matters of religion. 

Then he goes on to obſerve: © Had he 
(namely, the Appellant) however confined 
the controverſy to the plain matter of fact, 
as ſet forth in the tranſlated Scriptures, ad- 
mitting the original text to be thereby truly 
and ſufficiently expreſſed, the plain unlearn- 
ed chriſtian might have been allowed his 
ſuifrage in the deciſion of the queſtion, and 
the whole controverſy been reduced to the 
narrow compaſs which he preſcribes : But, 
as he hath not been content to let the mat- 
ter reſt there; ſo it is evident, the bare con- 
ſideration of the ſeveral collections of texts, 
mentioned by him, will not ſuffice to clear 

up the diſpute ; for he hath plainly involved 
in it matters of a foreign nature; and ſuch, 
as plain illiterate underſtandings cannot of 
themſelves comprehend.“ 

Anſ. The author of the Appeal had been 
| long of opinion, that the Scripture doctrine 
4. of the Trinity might be rendered level to 
common capacities; and that it might be 
reduced to plain matters of fact, of which 
unlearned chriſtians may be as good judges 
as the learned, He likewiſe had it in view 
to put a final period, if poſſible, to this 
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0 controverſy, with which the chriſ- 
tian world has been more or leſs perplexed 


for ſo many hundred years. In order to at- 


tain this excellent end, he propoſed to the. 
learned Athanafians two large collections of 
texts, with obſervations naturally ariſing 
from them.. This author 1s obliged to grant, 
that a common chriſtian might have been al- 
lowed his ſuffrage, if the original text had 
been admitted to have been truly tranſlat- 
ed, and the whole controverſy might have 
been reduced to the narrow compaſs which 
he preſcribes. Now it plainly appears, that 
the difference between the original and our 
Engliſh tranſlation is very inconſiderable in 
theſe two large collections of texts. With 
reſpect to the firſt collection, wherein the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are mentioned 
together, there is only one variation taken 
notice of; namely, Holy Spirit inſtead of 
eternal Spirit. As to the famous text, 1 John 
v. 7. to which, I ſuppoſe, this author's words 
refer, I have fully conſidered every thing re- 
lating to it in the progreſs of the debate. 
As to the other large collection of texts, 
wherein the worſhip or honour due to Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Spirit, is diſtinctly ſet 
forth, there is but one variation, namely, 
Acts vii. 59. Here the Engliſh reader 1s 
given 


. 
given to underſtand, that the word, God, 15 
not in the original Greek, which 1s a truth 
that this author cannot contradict. I am 
deeply convinced, that from thefe twoTarge 
collections of texts, there naturally ariſe two 
deciſive facts, which effectually demoliſh the 
Athanaſian Trinity; and what this author 
has advanced to invalidate this important 
concluſion, ſhall be particularly conſidered 
in its proper place. 

The Anſwerer goes on thus: *The im- 
mortal Dr. Clarke, as the Appellant calls 
him, hath, indeed, laid the foundation of 
endleſs diſputes and cavils; and the danger- 
ous tendency of his labours, in this way, 
hath been long ſince detected and expoſed; 
yet the reputation of his miſapplied learning 
will get him diſciples, while men pay a great- 

er deference to meer human compoſitions, 
than to the Scriptures, the true fountain of 
religious knowledge.” 

Anſ. Dr. Clarke's theological writings 
doubtleſs appear diſagreeable to thoſe, Who 
are determined right or wrong to maintain 
articles, creeds, and ſyſtems of meer human 
authority, which cannot bear the teſt of 
Scripture interpreted by reaſon. But the 
writings of this extraordinary perſon are ſo 
far from laying the foundation of endleſs 
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diſputes and cavils, that they are admirably 
adapted to produce the contrary effect, name- 
ly, univerſal peace and harmony through 
the whole chriſtian world. The main view 
of his chriſtian labours was to repreſent the 
doctrines of revelation in their original ſim- 
plicity, free from all human mixtures; and 
to perſuade chriſtian governors to forbear 
the impoſition of forms and articles, that 
evidently break in upon the expreſs declara- 
tions of Chriſt and his apoſtles; which prac- 
tice undeniably laid the foundation of end- 
leſs cavils and diſputes, violence and perſe- 
cution. The hiitory of the church from the 

fourth century downwards, confirms the 
truth of this obſervation, Whereas this au- 
thor affirms, that the dangerous tendency of 
Dr. Clarke's labours in this way has been 
long ſince detected and expoſed ; I will ven- 
ture to maintain on the other ſide, that the 
Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity publiſhed 
in 1712, has never been ſolidly confuted to 
this very time, notwithſtanding the many 
volumes that have appeared againſt it. Let 
it be obſerved, that I do not pretend to vin- 
dicate the third part of this excellent book, 
which the learned Doctor partly gave up 
himſelf, as incapable of defence upon chriſ- 
tian principles, Pr. Clarke's book has not 
only 
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only been of infinite ſervice to ſettle this 
important doctrine; but has likewiſe ſet a 
noble example to other chriſtian writers, to 
proceed upon the ſame glorious plan, and 
to examine other doctrines of revelation in 
the ſame preciſe and accurate manner. Bi- 
ſhop Hoadly's Plain Account of the Lord's 
Supper, Mr. Taylor's Scripture Doctrine of 
Original Sin, and Dr. Sykes's Scripture Noc- 
trine of the Redemption of Man by Chriſt 
Jeſus, may be juſtly conſidered in the ſame 
light with Dr, Clarke's Scripture Doctrine of 
the Trinity; to which I would add a very 
good collection of texts relating to the ſoul 
of man, and the ſtate of the dead, in Dr. 
Law's Conſiderations on the Theory of Re- 
ligion. As I keep my mind open to convic- 
tion, the ſentiments which I had embraced 
all my rational life upon this point, may 
probably be changed (for I have not yet ex- 
amined the queſtion to the bottom.) It is to 
be hoped, that the labours of theſe and ma- 
ny other chriſtian writers will at laſt, by the 
bleſſing of God, be crowned with glorious 
ſucceſs; that the doctrines of revelation may 
appear rational and conſiſtent, worthy of 
the God of truth from whom they came, and 
fit to be embraced by all fincere lovers of 
truth and virtue, 
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As to this author's inſinuation, that I am 

a diſciple of Dr. Clarke, I have learned, as 
a chriſtian, to call no man maſter upon 
earth, for one is my Maſter, even Chriſt; 
I depend upon the abſolute author ity of no 
man, or body of men, in matters of reli- 
gious faith or practice. I eſteem the name 
of Luther, Cale in, and Cranmer, as per— 
ſons, to whom we are deeply obliged for the 
attempts they made to reicue the chriſtian 
religion from E Romiſh error and ſuperſtition; 
but } do not tunk myſelf under any obli- 
gation to receive mpucitly whatever they 
have impoted upon their followers: ſo far 
as their tenets appear to my under] tanding 
ſupported by nel) Scripture, I readily give 
my aſſent; and 10 far as they are not ol I 
am as much juftilied in rejecting them, as 
they were in laying aſide the grois errors of 
Popery, in which they had been educated. 
Neither do I i abſtüthnte the names of Newton, 
* Wen or Locke, in the room of 
our firſt reformers: J embrace them as helps, 
as 1 -ſervants; but I follow none of them 
as infallible guides; the Scripture only is tru- 
ly entitled to this glorious character. When 
any of my fello e offers an inter- 
pretation of Scripture, which carries reaſon 
and convié 8 with it, I thankfully receive 
| "It; 


11 
it, not becauſe it comes recommended with 
{ome illuſtrious name, but becauſe I fee the 
evidence on which it is founded; in which 
caſe it is as much my own, as if I had diſ- 
covered it by my own abilities. I am oblig- 
ed to an honeſt and ſkilful interpreter for 
enabling me to perceive the mind of Chriſt 
more clearly and diſtinctly, than otherwiſe I 
ſhould have done. But my faith 1s deter- 
mined by the authority of Chriſt, whom I 
acknowledge as my only Maſter in ſpiritual 
affairs. 

As to this author's obſervation, that Dr. 
Clarke will have diſciples, while men pay 
a greater deference to meer human compo- 
tions, than to the Scriptures, the true foun- 
tain of religious knowledge: I anſwer, who- 
ſoever reads Dr. Clarke's theological writings - 
with an unprejudiced mind, will naturally 
judge, that this extraordinary perſon never 
aimed at being the head of a party ; he ne- 
ver wrote in {uch a way, as if he wanted to 
make diſciples to himſelf, but earneſtly ex- 
horted chriſtian profeſſors of every denomi- 
nation to adhere clotely to the authority of 
their Lord and Maſter Jeſus Chriſt; to form 
their opinions and religious practices by the 
rule of Scripture, and not venture beyond 
what was clearly determined by Chriſt and 
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his apoſtles. I very much queſtion, whether 
there ever was a writer ſince the days of 
the apoltles, in whoſe works can be found 
more judicious collections of texts of Scrip- 
ture, than in the valuable labours of this 
extraordinary man. I appeal to his Scrip- 
ture Doctrine of the Trinity, and eleven vo- 
lumes of ſermons, for the truth of this ob- 
ſervation. N 

In the next paragraph, this author pre- 

ends that it is highly probable the Appel- 
lant would not have entered the liſts with 
ſuch great men as Potter and Water- 
land, if they had been now alive, who had 
already ſo eminently foiled the ableſt abettors 
of the ſame cauſe. 

Anſ. The Appellant's view was to explain 
an important ſubject for the benefit of com- 
mon chriſtians; and at the ſame time to give 
as little offence as poilible to the learned in 
the management of it: and this he certainly 
would have done, if thoſe great men had 
been alive. I muſt beg leave to aſſert on 
one ſide, as this author has done on the 
other, namely, that Potter was eminently 
foiled in point of argument by Biſhop Hoad- 
ly and Dr. Sykes, and Waterland by Dr. 
Clarke, Dr. Whitby, and Mr. Jackſon ; to 
whom I add Mr. Whiſton, who addreſſed 
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a little piece to Dr. Waterland, which the 
Doctor never anſwered. As to this author's 
cenſure of my infinuation, that Potter and 
Waterland were of a perſecuting ſpirit, the 
latter openly profeſſed it in his Importance 
of the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity, and 
plainly ſhewed his diſpoſition to perſecute, 
if he could have prevailed upon the civil 
power to have granted him a competent au- 
thority ; which Potter too would have glad- 
ly exerciſed, if it had been in his power. 
The conduct of the Appellant ſhall be ex- 
plained 1n 1ts proper place. 

With reſpect to the Holy Spirit ts an 
angel, the Appellant has produced ſome ad- 
ditional arguments in confirmation of the 
general {ſcheme of the learned author of the 
Eſſay on Spirit. But he has not delivered his 
ſentiments upon this point in a poſitive man- 
ner ; he 1s willing to be ſet right in any mat- 
ter great or ſmall; and therefore he fairly 
acknowledges, that he was not acquainted 
with the different reading that this author 
rightly takes notice of, verfe 39th of Acts 
viii. Some copies, I find, read the words 
thus; tbe Holy Spirit fell upon the eunuch, but 
the angel of the Lerd caught away Philip, 
which ſeem to diſtinguiſh the Holy Spirit 
from the angel of the Lord. If I had known 
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this various reading, I would not have made 
uſe of it to prove the point I had in view. 
However this author allows, that the ſame 
perſon who is ſtiled angel of the Lord, verſe 
26. is called Spirit, verſe 29. but not the 
Holy Spirit. Now it plainly appears from 
many inſtances, that the Holy Spirit is ſtiled 
the Spuit: and as many copies rcad Fe 
words of the 39th verſe according to out 
Engliſh tranſlation, I cannot help thinking 
this the moſt probable reading, Bu t no per- 
ſon has a right to quote a doubt! ul text, as 
clear and certain ; and therefore th 1 author 
himſelf is 6 when he blames 
the Appellant for informing his chriſtian 
readers what he thought the right of the 
caſe, with reſpect to ou English tranſlation, 
when not agreeable to the original; and 
does not he attempt to ſet his readers right, 
with regard to a ſeeming fault in our Engliſh 
tranſlations? Doubtleſs, if we act upon a 
proteſtant or chriſtian principle, we ought 
to acquaint unlearned. chriſtians with the 
exact ſtate of the caſe in all points, where 
their faith and practice are immediate) con- 
cerned. ' 

Again, I argued in the Appeal, that the 
angel ſent to good Cornelius was probably 
the Holy Spirit. The perſon, who ſent the 

5 meſ- 


1 
meſſengers, is called an angel of God, verſe 5. 
and the perſon, who is ſtiled the Spirit, ex- 


preſsly declares to St. Peter, I have ſent them, 


namely, the meſſengers of Cornelius; and 
therefore I inferred, that the angel who ap- 
peared and ſpake to Cornelius, was the ſame 

erſon who ſpake to Peter, and is ſtiled the 
Spirit. But how does it follow, that they 
are evidently diſtinct perſons, becauſe, ac- 
cording to the obſervation of this author, it 
is intimated, verſe 4. that the angel was ſent 
on that meſſage from God? As the angel 
of the Lord ordered Cornelius to ſend meſ- 
ſengers to Joppa, he might properly be ſaid 
to ſend the meſſengers; the ſame· individual 
act being applied to the angel of the Lord 
and the Spirit, makes it highly probable, 
that the ſame perſon 1s denoted by the two 
different appellations, which probability is 
not leſſened by the notion of the angel being 
ſent from God to deliver a meſſage to Cor- 
nelius. I refer this author to the 2d edition 
of the Appeal, where this point, namely, 
that the Holy Spirit is an angel, is farther 


confirmed and illuſtrated, p. 66 Th 
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added after the whole was finiſhed. 
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Bev. Thomas McDonnell, D. D. 


REVEREND SIR, 


HAVE carefully examined your Anſwer to 
J the Appeal to the Common Senſe of all Chriſ- 
tian People, with a mind open to conviction, 
and a ſincere reſolution to retract any errors I might 
r. have been guilty of, in that little piece, deſigned 
18. for the uſe of common Chriſtians. 
| As we both profeſs ourſelves Diſciples of the 
bleſſed Jeſus, and, conſequently, under the higheſt 
obligations to promote pure and genuine Chriſtian- 
—— ity, as it was left by himſelf and his Apoſtles ; fo 
ic is our indiſpenſible duty, as Chriſtians, to pro- 
„in note this cauſe in the ſpirit of peace and charity; 
"ark © make all candid allowances for each other's 
miſtakes and difference of ſentiments; it being 
r-a{onable to expect, that men will entertain variety 
of opinions upon religious ſubjects, as well as 
others, for which inconvenience the Goſpel has 
provided no other remedy, but mutual kindneſs 
2nd forbearance. Let us therefore carefully avoid 
all ſuch methods in the management of this de- 
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feſſions; leſt, by a contrary practice, to which con- 
troverſial writers have been too often obnoxious, 
we hurt the common cauſe of Chriſtianity, and ex- 
poſe it to the ſcoffs of profane and ſceptical men. 

Having thus premiſed our mutual obligations, 
which naturally ariſe from our mutual profeſſions, I 
ſhall nit conſider how far we are agreed in the 
genera! principles of Chriſtianity, betore I enter 
upun a particular diſcuſſion of thoſe points wherein 
we differ. 

I. We are agreed, that the Scripture is the rule 
of faich and practice; and that every true rational 
Chr.ſtian hath a right to look into Scripture him- 
ſelf, and from thence to infer the meaſure of his 
faith, and the rule of his religious du 

II. We are agreed, that no Church hath a right 
to impoſe doctrines not clearly revealed in Scrip- 
ture; and that we are not to underſtand the word 
of God in every part, merely according to the let- 
ter, but according to the general ſenſe and plain 
connexion of each correſponding part. Let a few 
inſtances be produced: This 75 my Body; I am 4 
Deer; Tam a Vine; neceſſarily require a departure 
from the literal ſenſe. 

III. We ſeem agreed, that the Unity of God is a 


fundamental principle of revealed religion. 


IV. We are agreed, that Chriſt is our only me- 
diator, and interceſſor with the Father, and that he 
0 come with power and glory to judge the quick 
and dead: and that the Holy Spirit is a perſon 
diſtinct from the Father and the Son; that he in- 
ſpired the Prophets and Apoſtles 1 in their greater 
work, and that he aſſiſts good perſons in the Cite 
Charge of their duty, 


V. We 


Flt 

V. We are agreed, that the direct worſhip of 
Chriſt is warranted by Scripture. 

VI. We are, I hope, agreed, that the doctrine 
of Chriſt is principally deſigned to promote the 
practice of univerſal righteoulneſs and holineſs. 

As we are agreed in theſe important articles, one 
would naturally think, that we might eaſily ad- 
juſt chis famous controverſy to mutual ſatisfaction. 
1 ſha'l endeavour not to be wanting on my part to 
accompliſh this bleſſed work : In order to which, 
{ ſhall conſider every material article you have ad- 
vanced, not like a pleader, but a ſincere enquirer 
after truth; as being determined to Keep my eye 
conſtantly fixed upon the grand rule we profeſs to 
:0:low, namely, the ſincere Word of God, and to 
write with a view to that tremendous time, when 
we muſt all appear before the judgment ſeat of 
Chriſt. 

Your firſt obſervation is, that I have been 60 
haſty in cenſuring the deitrine of the Athanaſian 
Creed; *“ For though, as you are obliged to grant, 
the very expreſs words of Scripture, are perhaps 
not to be found in that Creed; yet this, it ſhould 
ſeem, ought not to be ſufficient to condemn it, 
unleſs it alſo evidently contradicts the connected 
ſenſe and. plain tenour of thoſe ſacred writings : 
The queſtion, therefore is, whether that Creed 
contains the true doctrine of the SCriptures, ac- 
cording to their true ſenſe and meaning? Page 2. 

Anſ. T hope it will be granted on all ſides, "that 
ne doctrine of the Trinity is a matter of mere re- 
velation, not derived from the principles of reaſon; 

Out owes all its ſupport to the Word of God. 
Now the declarations of the Athanaſian Creed, 
when compared with thoſe of Scripture, are ſo far 
from being found there, that they ſeem at firſt view 
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to convey a ſenſe in oppoſition to that of the ſacred 
writers. There are ſeveral propoſitions in this 
famous Creed, that appear ſhocking to common 
ſenſe, and ſeem contradictory to each other, as 
well as Scripture. The language of the New 
Teſtament upon the ſubject of the Trinity, con- 
veys a clear, rational, and conſiſtent fenſe : But 
the ſame doctrine, as ſet forth in the Athanaſian 
Creed, is all confuſion and ſelf-inconſiſtency; and, 
conſequently, a Chriſtian can be under no obliga- 
tion to expreſs his faith in ſuch contradictory and 
unſcriptural expreſſions, which do not ſeem calcu- 
lated to clear up a Scripture doctrine, but to darken 
and confound the faith once delivered to the Saints. 
I muſt beg leave to remind you, that it is not con- 
ſiſtent with the character of a ſincere Chriſtian to 
contend for the impoſition of ſuch a Creed upon 
the conſciences of Chriſtians, as it is evidently 
icediels from your own conceſhon, namely, that 
the expreſſions in it are. not found in Scripture. 
Can a ſincere Chriſtian poſſibly think, that a doc- 
trine of revelation can be better expreſſed by men 
fallible, intereſted, and contentious, than by the 
Apoſtles themſelves, to whom it was revealed by 
the Spirit of God, and who alone had a commiſſion 
from God to deliver it to mankind whole and un- 
defled ? Is not this in effect to declare, that the 
language of the Holy Spirit was inſufficient to ſet 
forth a doctrine tully and completely, without the 
aſſiſtance of new and obſcure terms of art, invent- 
ed by men? Though a Chriſtian has certainly a 
right to reject ſuch an unſcriptural Creed, without 

a formal examination ; yet I am willing to give it 
all the fair play its warmeſt advocates can deſire. 
Let it not be abſolutely rejected, unleſs it contra- 
dicts Scripture in ſenſe as well as language. 


As 


2 


11 


As to the ſtate of the queſtion, you obſerve, 
„That, in the two different manners of ſtatin 

it, I have confounded the terms Intelligent Agent 
and Perſon, as well as the terms, Eſſence, and 
Subſtance, in the firſt manner. That God is an 
intelligent Agent, is obvious to ſenſe and reaſon ; 


R but that he is a Perlon, that is, a certain indivi- 
1 dual intelligent Agent, diſtinguiſhed by peculiar 
k properties from all other individuals of the ſame 
E kind; which is the conſtantly known and allowed 
d ſenſe of this term, cannot, with any truth or pro- 
1 priety, be ſaid of God taken abſolutely; of the 
n ame kind, or nature, with whom no. other ex- 
s itſtence can be conceived: And that the terms, 
-E ſence and Subſtance, bear quite diſtinct ſignifica- 
to tions, has been elſewhere ſhewn.” 

on | Auſ. The queſtion propoſed in the firſt manner, 
ly was this: Whether the one God ſignifies one ſu- 
dat 8 preme intelligent Agent, or Perſon, one ſupreme 
re. Lord and Governor; or whether it ſignifies three 
oc- IE tupreme intelligent Agents, or Perſons, united in 
1en done eſſence, or ſubſtance, Intelligent Agent and 
the Verſon, according to common ſenſe and language, 
by "ccellarily denote the ſame thing; and therefore, 
on Gd be an intelligent Agent, he is certainly a 
un- Perſon, not indeed diſtinguiſhed from other in- 
the Cividuals of the ſame kind, which cannot be faid 
ſt of God, and which does not convey the preciſe 
the dea of a Perſon. A Perſon ſigniſies a Being, or 
ent- Agent, endued with mind, or underſtanding. 
ly a [bus a man is a Perſon; an Angel is a Perſon; 


hout . Ebrilt is a Perſon; and God is a Perſon“. When 
ve it 2 : 
eſire. * A Perſon, to ſpeak in the language of grammarians, is 

„ ©prelicd in Greek and Latin, by a maſculine adjective, placed 
nera” By >: -10:ute/y without any antecedent ſubſtantive; 
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CY 
we uſe the word, he, in Engliſh, we always mean 
an intelligent Agent, or Being, that is, a Perſon, 
When, rt hercfore, you maintain, that God taken 
abſolutely, cannot be ſaid to be a Perſon, you in- 
troduce nothing but contuſion : For God is always 
deſcribed by the ſacred writers, as a Perſon, Let 

qne of your texts be produced; Thou foalt worſhip 
2 Lord thy God, ani him only ſhalt thou ſerve ; 

i is impoſſible that God in this text {ſhould 1 hgnity 
any thing elſe but a Perſon, and likewiſe one Per- 
ſon. which the word, him, neceſlarily denotes, 
When in my ſtate of the queſtion, I deſcrived God 
as one intelligent Agent, or Ferſon, I expreſſed it 
acco: ding to common nl and language, which, 
in ioftance, you have laboured to confound. 
There 8 Exact ly the ſame reaſon for aſcribipg per- 
ſonality co God, qototurely taken, as there 15 to 
Father, Hay, a ind! loly Ghoſt, which you are 
obl ged to grant: Y ou cannot z one argu- 
ment to prove the per 13) it ty of the Father, that 
may not Le urged v. equi i adv 8 to prove 
that God abſolu te mg jel is a Perſon, When 
you {peak of God being an intelligent Agent, and 
at the ſame time deny him to be a Perſon, you 
talk in a language not poſſible to be underſtood. 
Your anſwer is profeſſedly deſigned for the uſe of 


com mon Chriſtians z but you take a very impro— 


per method to inſtruct chem, by amuſing them 
with ſubtle diſtinctions, which the learned them- 
ſe} Fed, with all their refinements, cannot explain 
conſiſently wich the 3 of common ſenſe, 
— common language. Again, whether the terms 
Eſſence, and Subſtance, have the ſame ſignifica- 
tion, or whether they ſignify different things, 1 
think of little importance, and not worth a partl- 
cular diſcuſſion, It is high time that all ſuch me: 


taphy ſica 


1 
taphyſical terms ſhould be baniſhed from Chriſtian 
profeſſions, and Chriſtian debates. | 

As to my ſecond manner of ſtating the queſtion, 
you obſerve that, I ſeem to take it for granted, 
that wherever God is called the Father, thereby is 
particularly meant the Father of our Lord Jeſus; 
whereas it is evident that God Almighty is frequent- 
ly called, the Father, and our Father, as being 
the Father of all his Creatures, which we are given 
to underſtand, he 1s in a quite different manner 
from that, whereby he is the Father of our Lord. 
And therefore, where the expreſſion the Father of 

ur Lord, 1s added to the term God, or the con- 
text requires it to be ſo underſtood, there the Per- 
ſon only of the Father of our Lord is particularly 
intended, to whom, by way of eminence, as be- 
ing firſt in order in the bleſſed Trinity, the appel- 
lation of God is generally given.“ 

Anſ. My ſecond manner of ſtating the queſtion 
is this; whether the one God be the Father only, 
or whether the one God, ſignites Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt ? Ic muſt be reterred to the judg- 
ment of all unprejudiced perſons, whether I have 
not ſtated the queſtion fairly and clearly. I really 
took it for granted, that God, when he is called 
the Father, is the ſame Perſon who is ſtyled in 
other paſſages the Father of our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, as thinking it impoſſible that any fincere 
Chriſtian ſhould take it otherwiſe. But i find my- 
ſelf miſtaken: What you mean, when com- 
pared with other expreis declarations of your 
anſwer, and reduced to plain language, is evident- 
iy this; God, when he is called the Father, or 
our Father, ſtrictly means Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt; but God, when ſtyled the Father of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, or when the context neceſſarily 
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Fehetthiines it to this ſenſe, points out the Perſon 
of the Father; ſo that, when we uſe the Lord's 
Prayer, we muſt, according to this ſenſe, interpret 
our Father, as ſignifying Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt. Again, when our Lord declares after his 
reſurrection, John xx. 17. TI aſcend to niy Faiber 
and your Father, end to my Grd and your God: 
He intends by ny Father, the firſt Perſon of the 

Trinity, and by your Father, Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt. When a controverſy is reduced to 
this, it is high time it ſhould be ended : When 
Icarn2c men in defiance to tie cleareſt light, and 
ro al. common ſenſe, interpret the plain declara- 
tions of the Goſpel, in ſuch an infinitely abſurd 
ſenlc, it is Extremely proper, that common Chriſ- 
tians, „ho arc unacquainted with the nice diftinc- 
tions of learned men, ſhould be called upon to 

give their judgment, who after all may poſſibly be 
better judges for that very reaſon, becauſe they 
have no learning. Bull, Pop N and Waterland, 
never carried the doctrice ſo far this: It muſt be 
owned that the orthodox faith in your hands, has 
received the utmoſt improvement it is capable of, 
to which nothing can be added. 

As your an iſwer entirely depends upon this new 
interpretation, I ſhall carefully examine all the evi- 
dence you have produced in its ſupport. 

J. You obſerve, That God Almighty when 
called the Father, and our Father, plainly fignt- 
fies that he is the Father of all his creatures, in a 
different manner from that, whereby he is the 
Father of our Lord.“ Ar/ Undoubtedly he is 
lo; God is the Father of Chrift in an higher and 
more eminent ſenſe, than he is the Father of Men 
and Angels. But how does it follow from hence, 
that the Father of Chriſt, and the Father of 9 
an 


E 

and Angels, are two diſtin& Beings, which your 
interpretation neceſſarily implies? Two diftin& 
Beings, I ſay, for I muſt inſiſt upon it, that the 
Father of Chriſt is one Being, and God conſiſting 
of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, is another Be- 
ing: If this argument has any weight in it, it will 
prove God to be as many different Beings, as you 
can find different relations. He is the Father of 
Chriſt in one ſenſe, the Father of Angels in ano- 
ther, and the Father of Men in another: but 
ſurely, common ſenſe is ſufficient to convince every 
unprejudiced Chriſtian, that the God and Father 
of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, is the ſame Perſon, or 
Being, who is in other paſſages ſtiled the Father, 
our Father, the one God and Father of all, of 
whom the whole family in heaven and earth is 
named. 

II. But your main argument to ſnew, * That 
God cannot be taken abſolutely and perſonally ac 
the ſame time, depends upon Coloſs. ii. 2; where 
i: the term, God, be taken both ways at the ſame 
time, it muſt unavoidably mean a diſtinct Perſon 
from, either the Father, or Chriſt; the copula- 
tive and, denoting as plainly ſomething different 
in the term Father, from what is intended in the 
term, God, as the repetition of the ſame copula- 
tive denotes ſomething in the term Chriſt, irom 
what is contained in either of the foregoing terms, 
Father, or God; but this cannot be the true in- 
terpretation, unleſs you allow the firſt term, God, 
to mean the Holy Spirit; and then it is plain the 
term cannot be taken abſolutely; bur if you do 
not, it cannot on the other hand be taken perſon- 
ally ; but muſt abſolutely mean the entire God- 
head, diſtributively, and equally extended to both 
Father and Son.“ 
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Anſ. What J would firſt obſerve is, that, unleſs 
the ſenſe you have given to this expreſſion, be ne- 
ceſſarily right, your main foundation is overthrown ; 
you cannot produce one clear undoubted paſſage 
in the whole New Teſtament, where the word, 
God, neceſſarily conveys the idea of Father and 
Son, or Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. Now 
that this paſſage, Coloſs, ii. 2. To the acknowleds- 
ment of the myſtery of God and of the Father, and 
of Chriſt; muſt be rendered of God, even the 
Father, and of Chriſt, appears from your own 
authority, in your anſwer to The I-itay on Spirit, 
and likewiſe in this anſwer x. Bur without having 
recourſe to your own authority, the words theads 
ſelves, according to the propriety of the Greek 
language, neceſfarily determine this ſenſe; to the 
acknowledgment of the myſtery of God even the 
Father, and of Chriſt: This ſenſe is, beyond any 
poſſible contradiction, eſtabliſhed by all the paral- 
lel paſſages in the New Teſtament, where the ſame 
expreſſion occurs. See Rom. xv. 6, 1 iy xv. 
24. 2 Cor. i. 3. 2 Cor. xi. 31. Gal. 
Sahel. i. 3. Epheſ. v. 20. Philipp. iv. ih 
1. 3. Coploſs. ini. 17. -1-Thels. i. 
ies. iii, 11. 2 Theſs. 1. 16, Jam. i. 4 
Jam. iii. 9. 1 Pet. i. 3. Revel. i. 6. (It is pro- 
per to remark, that as the article in the Greek, 
TE Oz »% warfes, % T8 Nope, not being added to 
® Theſe are vour words:“ Where one ling'e article is pre- 
fixcd to leveral nouns, either oppoſitely range d, or copulatively 
joined, there one perſon, or thing, is always denoted.“ See 
an{wer to Eſtay, p. 62 Ag gain, in this anſwer, you expreſs 
yourieif thus: „It is ne cel lary, however, to oblerve here, 
tha: the term, God, in 1 Cor. xv. „ par! icularly de- 
term ned by the additional ecxoreſi on, even the Father, (which 
is exactly para [el to this in ARG 11, 2,) to denote the Perſon 


of the Father,* See p. 41. 
Father, 


vely 
See 
” rels 
ere, 


ich 
rſon 


ers 


E 2 | 
Father, plainly ſhews, that the Father is not a 
diſtinct Perſon from, but the ſame with, God; fo 
the article being added to the word, Chriſt, no 
leſs plainly ſhews, that Chriſt is a Per {on diſtinct 
from God, even the Father.) Notwithſtanding the 
pains you have taken to perplex the ſtare of the 
queſtion, as propoſed in the Appeal, it ſtill con- 
tinues fair and clear; the new arguments you have 
invented for this purpoſe, being found upon ex- 
amination to be weak and abſurd, and which, I. 
hope, upon a review you will honeſtly retract, 

You are obliged to grant, that the unity of God 
is delivered and inculcated in the cleareſt and 
ſtrongeſt light, ſo that no poſſible doubt can be 
made of this grand prigciple of natural and re- 
vealed religion. But then you immediately add, 
in order to darken this plain truth, “ That it is 
not ſo clearly decided wherein this unity conſiſts, 
whether in the unity of Agency, or unity of Per- 
ion, and that even my [tate of the queſtion im- 

lies the doubtfulneſs of it.“ 

. hen J confider the plain declarations of 
the Bible on one fide. and the dictates of common 
ſcaſ on the other, I 2m really ſurprized that any 
thing ſo extremely clcar, ſhould ever have afford- 
ed matter for controverſy, It is impoſſible for 
words to expreſs any thing plainer and ftronger 
than the Scriptutes Geclare this 17:2 POFtant truth, 
that Gop is ONE; all the ſophiſtry in the world 
cannot extinguiſh tic light of this grand article of 
all religion : "And that this one God is one Perſon, 
even the Father, as diſtinguiſhed from Chriſt and 
the Holy Spirit, 1s no leſs Plainly and ſtrongly ſet 
torth by. the ſacred writers. If they had been 
aſked the queſtion what they meant by dne God, 
iney could not have more deciſively anſwered the 
queſtion, 
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queſtion, than they have done in their writings, 
that one God ſurcly means one Perſon.” Let a 
Jew, a Mahometan, or Heathen, be aſked what 
one God ſignifies, they will readily anſwer, one 
Perion. Let any unprejudiced and difintereſted 
Chriitian be examined, what is the true meaning 
of one God, the anſwer will be the ſame. My 
ſtate of the queſtion did not ariſe from the leaſt 
doubt J had in my mind, with regard to the genu- 
ine ſenſe of the unity of God, but was entirely 
occaſioned by a love of truth, and an earneſt de- 
fir that the cauſe might be fairly and impartially 
examined by common - Chriſtians, which purpoſe 
could not have been fully obtained, without a clear 
view of the ſtate of the caſe on both ſides. 

I ſet down ſome deciſive texts relating to the 
unity of God, without any comment, or para— 


— 


Phraſe, and v hich, indeed, are impoſſible to be 
miſunderſtood, without the comments of learned 
nen. You thought yourſelf obliged to ſay ſome 
thing t to this collection of texts; and accordingly 
you fix upon Matth. xix. 16, 17. where our Savi- 
our's anſwer to the young! ſos who called him 
Good, and dchred to be informed about the right 
way to eternal life, clearly deter mines, in oppo- 
ſition to the inventions of the learned, that God is 
not only One, but likewiſe that he is one Perſon; 
and that Chriſt himſelf diſclaims all pretenſions to 
a character of ſo high a nature, as that of being 
equal to God in moral perfections. My calleſt 
thou me gocd? There is none gold but one, that is, 
Ged. The words in the Greek neceſſarily ſignify“, 
There is no Perſon good but one Perſon, which is 
God; and, conſequently, our Saviour has declared, 

Skis %% ?- e An eig, 2 Ot5%, 
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if words have any determinate meaning, that God 
is one Perſon, and has decided the queſtion pro- 
poſed, in direct oppoſition, to the doctrine you-tre 
}zbouring to maintain. When therefore you ob- 
ſerve, “ That Chriſt's affirming none to be good, 
fave one, that is, God, does not particularly de- 
ermine who that one God is, but only ſo far ſhews 
the abſolute goodneſs of the one God, whatever 
the nature of his Being may be;” this is obviated 
by our Lord's own words rightly underſtood, 
which exprelsly determine, that the one God is 
one Perſon, whatever the nature of his Being may 
be, of which nothing 1s declared. 

You go on to oblerve, © That I cannot truly 
and directly ay, however I endeavour to inſinuate 
it, that by aſking the youth, why. he called him 
good, he thereby abſolutely diſclaimed that 
title; when, according to both Prophets and A- 
poſtles, he 1s deſeribed in the higheſt ſenſe, to 
poſſeſs all moral perfection: It ſhould ſeem there- 
fore, that he declines here, only in order to lead 
the young man to ſhew, Whether his manner of 
addreſs aroſe from his juſt application of the Pro- 
phets to him, as being the divine Perſon of the 
Meſtiah; or merely from his judging him to be 
no more than a man, fit however to inſtruct him 
in his duty, as any other teacher of the law. If 
dom the firſt, it is plain then that our Saviour 
could not without diſowning himſelf to be that 
Perſon, refuſe the title in the higheſt ſenſe ; and 
then the direct inference is, that as our Saviour 
declares God only to be good, ſo now by thus ad- 
mitting that title to be app'ied to himſelf alſo, he 
declares himſelf and God to be one and the ſame 
Being: And that accordingly, the young man had, 
0 far, a right notion of the Deity; which our 
Saviour's 
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14 } 
Saviour's further ſpeech to him /cems to evince.” 
M5. 

Anſ. As I quoted our Saviour's own words, 1 
had no real cin to inſinuate, or directly affirm 


any tung relating to them, they being abſolutely 


incapabſe of any other meaning, than that he diſ- 
claimed the title of good in the higheſt ſenſe. 
Wantz you have urged to ſhew the contrary, is the 
produce of imagination only, and depends upon 
three ſuppoſitions, without the leaſt evidence to 
ſupport them. 1. You .ſuppoſe, that both Pro» 
phets and Apoſtles have deſcribed the Meſſiah as a 
divine Perion, poſſeſſed of all moral perfections in 
the higheſt ſenſe ; but you produce no declarations 
of Prophets and Apoſtles that maintain any ſuch 
doctrine : And therefore, I have the higheſt reaſon 
to believe, as a conſiſtent Chriſtian, that Chriſt, 
Prophets and Apoſtles have uniformly taught the 
ſame fundamental doctrine, namely, That there is 
One, and but one intelligent Being, or Perſon, 
poſſeſſed of all poſſible perfection; one ſupreme 
Lord and Governor, the er Father of all 
rational Beings; the God and Father of our Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt, to whom no Being can poſſibly be IM 
equal in natural, or moral perfections, as a Perſon Ml + 
of the 5 9 rank next to God himſelf, has 
ſolemnly diſcla! imed all pretenſions to any ſuch 
character. 2. Your next ſuppoſition with reſpect 
to our Saviour's view, in declining the character 
of good, has no fort of foundation _ in the 
words of Chriit, or the context. 2. Your third 
ſuppoſition, namely, that the young man had any 
ſuch notion of the Meſſiah, as a Perſon equally 
divine with the one ſupreme God, 1s undeniably 
falſe in fact, it being very evident that the Jews 
never entertained ſuch an opinion of their N a 
1 either 


1 ] 

either in our Saviour's time, or indeed in an 

other. What you alledge to prove the laſt ſup- 
poſition is this: Our Saviour's further diſcourſe 
with him, ſeems to evince that the young man had 
gained right notions of the Deity, as our Saviour 
only pointed out the ſecond table of the Decalogue, 
in anſwer to the young man's queſtion, what he 
ſhould do to inherit eternal life: But, as you right- 
ly obſerve, the firſt table is as neceſſary to ſecure 
cternal life as the ſecond, from whence you infer 
that the young perſon had already acknowledged 
the firſt table ſo far as to be able to receive a more 
& full explanation of it, if upon further trial he was 
bound worthy to become a diſciple of our Lord. 
But what follows from hence? Why, you would 
iaſinuate that the young perſon believed God and 
Chriſt to be one and the ſame Being, of which 
neither text not context ſay one word, and our 
Saviour's expreſſion is abſolutely inconſiſtent with 
any ſuch doctrine. A very good account of this 
may be given, without the help of vain imagina- 
tions. The true reaſon why our Saviour pointed 
out the ſecond table of the Decalogue, was be- 
cauſe the Jews at that time were not ſo apt to be 
faulty with reſpe& to the duty they owed to God 
as to men. Our Saviour ſeems to take it for 
granted, that the young perſon had obſerved the 
| firſt table of the Decalogue, when he had ſo frank» 
y profeſſed his obedience to the ſecond. | 

But after all your far fetched ſuppoſitions, in- 
ferences and deductions, you allow that the paral- 
| lel paſſage in Mark x. ſeems to diſcountenance your 
| interpretation, becauſe the young man dropt the epi- 
bet of good in his reply: But notwithſtanding this, 
you maintain that, „The young man ſtil] perſiſts 
in his opinion of Chriſt's capacity, to W 
ully 
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fully in all that was requiſite to eternal life; and 
conlequently aſketh him, whether any thing more 
remained tor him to do?“ 

Anſ. As rhe ejithet good, was dropt in the 
young. man's reply, it may be juſtly inferred, that 
he took the words of our Saviour as diſclaiming 
in himſelf that character in the higheſt degree, 
thor; doubtleſs he thought him an extraordinary 
perſon, well qualified to inſtruct him in the way to 
eternal life; which, ſurely, is very conſiſtent with 
acknowledging him to be a perſon inferior to the 
one ſupreme God in all moral perfections. 

You go on to obſerve, ** that the other texts pro- 
duced to eſtabliſh the unity of God, might be ſhewn 
capeble of the like interpretation, but you do not 
venture to attempt it: Only you think fit to aſk 
queſtions with regard to theſe exprels texts for the 
unity of God.” "How are theſe texts reconcileable 
with your doctrine of a ſecondary God in the Per- 
ſon of Jeſus Chriſt? Is his ſtrongly ailirming that 
the Lord our God is one Lord, and that there 1s 
one God, and none other but he, to be conſtrued 
into God's authorizing a peculiar and diſtin wor- 
ſnip of another God? Doth St. Paul, when he 
pronounces the fame God, to be God of the Jews 
and Gentiles, diſtinguiſn between a firſt and ſe- 
condary God? Nay, rather when he declares that 
it is one God which ſhall juſtify the circumciſion by 
faith, and the uncircumciſion through faith, doth 
he not intimate that both the Jewiſh and Chriſtian 
diſpenſations, were che works of one and the ſame 
God, differcntly characterized, the God of the 
circumciſion, and the God of the uncircumci- 
e 6, 7. 

Anſ. That God is one Bring, or Perſon, is ſo 


plainly declared in the texts which I have query 
al 
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and indeed in every part of Scripture, that it is 
impoſſible to evade this important truth, thout 
introducing a method of interpretation, that will 
make the Scripture abſolutely unfit for a rule of 
faich and practice: And that Chriſt is not this 
one ſupreme God, but a perſon inferior to him, 
Chrift himſelf and his Apoſtles have as plainly de- 
clared, as it 1s poſſible for words to expreſs it. 
The only difficulty (if any at all) is, how the uni- 
ty of God is conſiſtent with the high titles and at- 
tributes, more eſpecially God, aſcribed. ro Chriſt 
in Scripture, Your firſt queſtion has a tendency 
to aſperſe the New Teſtament itſelf, in which we 
have an expreſs account of a mediator, to whom 
the title ot God is ſometimes given in the inferior 
ienie : So that, when you alk, how this is recon- 
cileable with my doctrine, you make me the in- 
venter of it, whereas Chriſt and his Apoſtles have 
plainly taught the ſame; and, conſcquently, you 
are as much obliged, by virtue of your Chriſtian 
profeſſion, to endeavour to reconcile it with the 
unity of God, as Jam. In truth, there is no real 
difficulty in the caſe according to Scripture, which 
requires us to acknowledge and proteſs one God 
and Father of all, and one mediator Jeſus Chriſt, 
o *hom the title of a God is ſometimes attributed, 
wiiole powers, offices, and titles were given him 
by his God and Father, and to whoſe ultimate 
glory his greateſt honour redounds. Neither is 
this, according to your ſecond queſtion, authoriz- 
ing a diſtinct worſhip of another God. To wor- 
11111 another God, it we regard Scripture language, 


or jentiment, is to worſhip another ſupreme God, 
or tO aſcribe inferior, or mediatorial worſhip to 


any perſon, or perſons, without an exprels war- 
ant trom the God of Gods, But this point ſhall 
Q be 
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be more parcicularly conſidered in the courſe of 
this debate. As to your third queſtion, St. Paul 
diſtinguiſhes as clearly as poſſible the one ſupreme 
God, whom he ſliles the God of Jews and Gentiles, 
from the one Lord, or Mediator Jeſus Chriſt. As 
to the title of God, it is not certain that he has a- 
ſcrihed it to Chriſt at all; or admitting it, it is 
undoubtedly in the inferior ſenſe. Your next 

| queſtion is a conſequence from the preceding; 

© doubtleſs, St. Paul aſcribes both the Jewiſh and 
Chriſtian diſpenſations to the one and the ſame 
God; and it is no leſs plain that he has taken all 
imaginable care to diſtinguiſh the ſame one God 
and Father of all, from the one Lord, or mediator 
Jeſus Chriſt, 

The ſubſtance of the next paragraph which is 
expreſſed in queſtions, is to this effect: * The 
grace of the Goſpel is of infinitely more conſe- 
quence than the priviledges of the Moſaic Law, 
and conſequently greater praiſe and glory are due 
for the former, than the latter. Does not this in 
effect entitle Chriſt to more abundant honour, than 
the one ſupreme God? Is not this giving the ſu- 
preme a nominal ſuperiority only above the dele- 
gated, while this in reality merits the greater 
praiſe ? ** 

Anſ. That the grace of the Goſpel], is of inh- 
nitely more conſequence than the priviledges of 
the Moſaic Law, no Chriſtian can pofſibly deny. 
But the Scripture itſelf has expreſsly informed us, 
That the T.aw came by Moſes, but Grace and Truth 
came by Jeſus Chriſt, and therefore, Chriſt was 
courted worthy of more Glory than Moſes. John i. 
17. Heb. iii. 3. You muſt fee from hence that 
the parallel is drawn between Chriſt and Moſes, 


the former being the law-giver and mediator % 
the 
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the Chriſtians, and the latter of the Jews. The 
ſame one ſupreme God and Father was the original 
author of both diſpenſations; and the ſacred wri- 
ters of the New Jeſtament have taken particular 
care to aſcribe the whole buſineſs of the redemp- 
tion of Man by Jeſus Chriſt, to the free grace, 
favour, and mercy of the ſupreme Father of all 
rational Beings, and have directed Chriſtians both 
by precept and example, to make their ſolemn ac- 
knowledgments to him for all that Chriſt did and 
ſuffered for us. God /o loved the world, that he gave 
kis only begotten Son, that all who believe in bim, 
ſhould not periſh, but have eternal Life. Bleſſed be 
the God and Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, «obo, 
according to his abundant mercy, hath begotten us 
ogain unto a lively hope, by the Reſus rection of Feſus 
Chrijt from the dead. I refer you to an excellent 


| collection of texts oi Scripture relating to this 
point, and obſervations upon them, in Dr. Sykes's 
| >cripture Doctrine of the Redemption of Man by 


Jeſus Chriſt, When, therefore, you conſider the 
Moſaic Law as given by the ſupreme God, and 


| the Chriſtian by an inferior Ged, according to my 


tenſe, you confound a plain caſe clearly and diſ- 


tinctly delivered in Scripture; the one ſupreme 


God being conſtantly repreſented as the original 
Author of both ditpenſations, who employed 
Moſes in the one, and Chriſt in the other. The 
redemption of Man by Chriſt, was a ſcheme form- 
ed by the Father of mercies to bring men to ſalva- 
ton; and all the merits of Chriit in accompliſh- 
ing this bleſſed work, entirely depend or the free 
grace, and favour of the one God and Father of 
all, who appointed and accepted them; and all 
the acknowledgments we are obliged to make to 
Chriſt for our redemption, are derived from his 

C 2 expreſs 
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expreſs command, and redound to his ultimate 
glory. 


In order to obviate an objection naturally ariſing 


to your queſtions, relating to the Moſaic and 
Chriſtian diſpenſations, you obſerve, “That it is 
not ſufficient to ſay, that this inferior God is ap- 
pointed by the ſupreme, unleſs it be expreſsly and 
clearly ſo declared, and that conſiſtently with God's 
frequent aſſertions of his unity, excluſive of any 
other God, and his poſitive declarations that he 
will not give his glory to another.” 

Anſ. That Chriſt is a Perſon inferior to the one 
ſupreme God, and that he received his commiſſion 
and authority from him to perform the work of 
redemption, is clearly and expreſsly declared in 
Scripture; which is very. conſiſtent with God's 
frequent aſſertions of his unity, excluſive of any 
other God; any other God, according to Scrip— 
ture, plainly ſignifies a Being ſet up as ſupreme in 
oppoſition to the one true God, but has no rela- 
tion to Chriſt, who has the title of God given 
him in the inferior ſenſe, upon the account of 
authority and dominion derived from the one ſu— 
preme God. It is impoſſible in the nature of 
things, that the one ſupreme ſhould give his glory 


to another, that glory mean, whereby he is ac- 


knowledged as a Being poſſeſſed of all poſſible per- 
fection, and from whem all other perſons, or be- 
ings, derive their exiſtence, But how does it fol- 
low from this declaration, that Almighty God is 
precluded from a right to appoint a mediator to be 
honourcd as ſuch, which we find to be the plain 
doctrine of Chriſt and his Apoſtles ? But this ſhall 
ve tarther cleared + in its proper place. When 
God in Iſaiah xlii. 8. is repreſented as declaring, 

Iwill not give my — to another, it is immediate- 


ly 
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ly added, neither my Praiſe to graven Images: 
Chriſtian writers ſhould be cautious how they put 
the bleſſed Jeſus and the idols of the heathens up- 
on the ſame footing, unleſs we believe in oppoſi- 
tion to his own words, that he is equal to, or one 
God with, the Father. | 
The deſign of your two next paragraphs is, to 


{roo Rs 


point out the hazard that Chriſtians are expoſed to 

of worſhipping Chriſt the ſecondary God with the 
higheſt honour, as being the perſon upon the ac- 
count of whole interpoſition, God hath done more 

© WW {or the world than ever he did before, or than he 
n WW was obliged to by his truth and juſtice. -As man- 


kind are naturally apt to run into ſuch an error, it 
is not improbable even from this conſideration, 
that the Father and Son, are one God. 

An. When you conſider the redemption as 
effected by the interpofition of Chriſt;'or as if 
| God ſhowed himſelf placable to a ſinful world, 
merely upon account of Chriſt, you miſrepreſent 
| ine caſe, and really, though undefignedly, break 
in upon the moral attributes of God, who is a Be- 
| ing not only of juſtice and holineſs, but likewiſe 
| of love, mercy, and goodneſs. We do an injury 
to his character, when we look upon him as ſtrict- 
y and rigidly juſt, requiring the utmoſt ſatisfac- 
| tion for the offences of his creatures, without the 
| exerciſe of mercy. But reaſon and revelation joint- 
y conſpire to repreſent the almighty Creator as a 
Being, in whom all moral perfections are united: 
And particularly, nothing is more plainly revealed, 
nothing more powerfully infifted upon through 
every part of the New Teſtament, than that the 
0:e God and Father contrived the whole ſcheme 
ot redemption, and by his ſupreme authority ſent 
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the Son to accompliſh this bleſſed work; and that 
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J the whole flowed from the pure grace and favour 
of the merciful Father of all rational Beings, 
There is nothing ſaid of God's infinite wrath re- 
quiring infinite ſatisfaction; there is nothing ſaid 
of Chriſt's reconciling God to us, but the Scrip- 
ture always repreſents God as reconciling the world 
to himſelf, or Chriſt reconciling them to God: 
This remarkable difference of expreſſion, neceſſari- 
ly points out the original mercy and compaſſion of 
the great Creator; that he wanted not the inter- 
poſition of any Being to render him placable to a 
ſinful world, and to receive penitents into favour, 
All that Chriſt did and ſuffered for us, was the 
effect of God's love and kindneſs, but by no means 
ſhould be conſidered as the cauſe, which expreſsly 
contradicts God's moral character, and the plain de- 
clarations of his holy word. 

As to the hazard of men's being tempted ta pay 
the highelt reverence to the inſtrument of their 
redemption, this is no more than men are liable to 
in the ordinary courſe of God's providence. It 
is an argumetic of ſuch a nature as proves too 
much, and implies 2 reflection on God's moral 
government; that he ſhould never employ any in— 
terior inſtruwent for the bencfht of his creatures, 
leiv they Movid be tempted to worſhip the inſtru- 
ment in preference to, or in conjunction with, the 
almighty Creator. Have not men been tempted 
to worſhip tie ſun, moon, and ftars, and like- 

| wiſe their dead benefaclors, as ſto many Gods? 

| Almighty God hath ſo plainly revealed himſelf by 
| the: works of creation and prov dence, that I pro- 

1 fels myſelf aſtoniſhed at the wiltul blindneſs of ſo 

| many rational creatures, who have not ſeen him and: 

have not adored him ; which is {ufficient to vindi- 


cate God's moral government, who has done all 
that 


5 1 
chat is conſiſtent with the character of a righteous 
Governor of the Univerſe, to give mankind a juſt 
notion of his Being, and his will, and has likewiſe 
enabled them to practiſe what they may know to 
be their duty. So likewiſe with regard to revela- 
tion, the ſame Almighty Being is ſtill more plainly 
{er forth, to be one ſupreme Intelligent Agent, or 
Perſon, of all poſſible perfection, the God and 
Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, who has taken 
all imaginable care to maintain and ſecure the ſu- 
preme honour and glory of his God and Father; 
ſo that I am really amazed at that fatal apoſtacy of 
ſo many Chriſtian Churches, which have dared to 
ſet up two Perſons, as equal objects of faith and 
worſhip with the one ſupreme God and Father of 
all. As men in all ages and countries, have been 
too apt to corrupt the principles of reaſon ; fo 
Jews and Chriſtians, who have been javoured with 
an extraordinary revelation, have been liable to 
corrupt it with inventions of their own : ſo that 
the hazard you ſpeak of Chriſtians making Chriſt 
the principal object of religious worſhip, becauſe 
he was employed in the glorious work of redemp- 
tion, though all imaginable care has been taken to 
prevent it, is no more than men ar- uſually ob- 
noxious to, in the ordinary diſpenſations of pro- 
vidence : which demonſtrates the abſolute neceſſity 
of bringing all human decrees, though eftabliſhed 
by the greateſt authority upon earth, to the teſt of 
Scripture interpreted by reaſon. 

In your next paragraph you obſerve, that from 
an attentive view of the whole great work of our 
redemption, it muſt manifeſtly appear, that the 
perion immediately concerned in bringing it about, 
nath originally more power, and a nearer con- 
nexion with the Deity, than you are willing to 


9 grant ; 


24 J 
grant; and, canlequently, mult have received theſe 
extraordinary favours in lieu of as extraordinary 
privileges, temporarily renounced by him, no leſs 
chan a compartition of power and glory: for I be- 
lieve, you will not deny that he was to reſume his 
former digaity and glory, which he had with the 
Father, after he hat finiſhed kis work here.” 
8.9. | 
Anſ. Iam very willing to allow our bleſſed Savi- 
our cvery title, attrituce, and all reiigious honour, 
expreſs y aſcribed to him in Seri Pture, and am de- 
termined in my ſentiments upon this important 
point, by a ſtrict regard to the Word of God, with- 
out indu 7 Bg vain imaginations of my own. By 
comparing the v W Rong of what is delivered concern- 
ing C. 1172 ljeve him to have a nterer con- 
nexion v. bay. the ie Deily: than any « ther Perſon 7 C- 
vealed in Scriptu:e. But tha: he had originally an 
equal fhare of power and glory with the Father, is 
ablo.utely imp ble, and expreſsiy contradicted 
in numberieſs paiſages of Scripture, ] have often 
obſerved of learned men, th: it at the very time 
they are labouring to maintain the Athanaſian doc- 
trine, they can {ſcarce write a page without ſelt- 
contradiction, which is your cale in this para- 
graph; for 1 cannot he! bf judging by the princi- 
ples of common ſenſe, that a perſon who receives 
extraordina Wy fav OUTS, which is Our aller ION, 
from God, cannot poitibiy be equal to him, from 
whom he-received them. There is an eternal dit- 
ference between giving and receiving, as all unpre- 
judiced perſons muſt neceſſarily allow. Whatever 
was the origina! a ee, Which Cari had wit! 
Father, of wh ich we have no Clear account in icrip- 
ture, neither is the knowledge of it neceſſary, WE 
are plainly informed in the New Teſtament, that 
| le 
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he was raiſed to higher dignity and glory than he 
had before, upon account of his amazing humilia- 
tion and ſufferings, and that the whole 1 was Owing 
to the free grace and favour of the one ſupreme 
God and Father of all. 

I come now to confider your objections to that 
part of Scripture, which I have eden with re- 
marks upon it. 

You have fairly repreſented my ſenſe of the firſt 
part of that ſolemn prayer addreſſed to God by 
our bleſſed Saviour, John xvii. Only you in- 
ſinuate, that I have ſingled out one particuiar part, 
as if I had omitted ſomething that woul.i have 
given my Chriſtian readers other ſentiments. Now 
my buſineſs was to ſhew from Scripture, who the 
ene God is; for which purpoſe I began with this 
prayer of our bleſſed Saviour, and quote d what was 
His. LO poin ;t out who was the oJ. Ct of this 
prayer, and what is his real character, neither is 
any thing left out proper to aſcertain this important 


point. 
You obſcrve as to "ms firſt aſſertion, namely, 
nat the Father is here declared to be the only true 


Cod, as contradiſtinguiſhed from Jeſus Chriſt ; 
then, according to your principles, Chrilt is 
not only falſely called God, and the true God by 
the Scriptures themſelves; but your interpretation 
plainly contradicts your Own principles; accord- 
ing to which you allow Chriſt to be an inferior 
n God, and as ſuch, conſequentiy, as 
a God by virtue of the Father's appointment, 


as t the F WA. is the only true ſupreme God by vir- 


te of his Own nature: to winch diſtinction of ſu- 
preme and inferior, you are obliged to have re- 
courſe, in order to palliate t the ablurdity of aſſert. 
ung the Father to be the only true God, at the 
zame 


; „ my 
fame time that you adwit the Son to be another 

true inferior God.” Page 9 
Anſ. lt is a particular ſatisfaction to my mind, 
that you can ſcarce proceed one ſtep in your An- 
wer to my Appeal, without fixing a reproach upon 
the Scripture itſelt. Has not our Saviour ſtiled the 
Father the only true God? This you dare not 
deny. And 1s it not equally plain to an unpreju- 
diced reader, that the Father is ſo ſtiled, in diſtinc- 
tion from jeſus Chriſt? But you infer from this, 
which is the folemn declaration of Chriſt himſelf, 
that then Chriſt is falſely called God in Scripture. 
Surely, this is reproaching Scripture itſelf, for 
giving the title of God to any other Perſon, be- 
ſides the one fupreme God. When che Father in 
this, and feveral other texts, is expreſsly ſtiled the 
only true God, and at the ſame time it is a plain 
matter of fact, that other perſons, particularly 
Chriſt, have the title of God given them; this is 
declaring in other terms, that the Father is the 
only ſupreme God. Neither does it follow from 
hence, that other Beings are falſely called Gods: 
Moſes is juſtly ſtiled a God, becauſe he received 
an extrao dinary commiſſion from the one ſupreme 
God; Angels are juſtly ſtiled Gods in the Old 
Teſtament, upon account of their authority de- 
rived from God ; and our Saviour is Juitly ſtiled a 
God upon a ſti 1 higher account, which is very 
conſiſtent with the Father, being the one ſupreme 
God, from whom Chriſt has received his being, 
titles, and attributes. Thus the one ſupreme is 
{tiled the God of Gods: ſo that your anſwer to 
my affertion is directly levelled againſt Scripture; 
and to charge me with abſurdity, is to fix the ſame 
charge upon our Lord himſelf, who has expreſsly 
contended for the notion of an inferior God, 
though 


+ I 


( A -: - -* 
though he has ſolemnly declared the Father to be 
the only true God. In truth, there is no abſurdity 
in it, and is very agreeable to the uſual ſtyle of 
Scripture in other inſtances. See An Appeal to 
the Common, &c. p. 40. 2d edit. 

You add to this, © The Son upon your princi- 
ples mult be a true God; for God, you ſay, or 
rather by induction ftrongly intimate, can truly 
communicate his own proper attributes to a crea- 
ture, upon which you buiid your ſuppoſition of an 
inferior God : the communication then, muſt truly 


and effectually make that creature a God; the pro- 


per attributes of the Deity, being no leſs than the 
very nature of God himſclf.” Page 9, 10. 

Aal. built my notion of an inſerior God, upon 
the expreſs authority of Scripture, no leſs than 
that of our Lord and Maſter Jeſus Chriſt. See 
Appeal, p. 36, 37. 2d edit. That the one {upreme 
God can communicate very extraordinary powers, 
and attributes to his creatures, and can inveſt 
any particular Being with dominion over any 
part of the Creation, he thinks «agreeable to his 
wiſdom, io that he may be juſtly ſtiſed a God 
with reſpect to the creatures whom he governs, is 
very evident from the principles of reaton, and is 
likewiſe the doctrine of revelation. But ! never 
maintained, that God can communicate his very 
nature to any Being whatſoever, that being an ex- 
preſs contradiction, The true idea of God 1s that 
of a Being poſleſſed of ail poſſible perfection, and 
particularly ſelf- exiſtence, and i dependence: to 
imagine that God can make another equa ly /elf- 
exiſtent and independent God, is a contradiction in 
terms, and in nature it is abſolute'y impoſſible, 
that two ſelf exiſtent Gods ſhould exiſt at all. 


With 


284 

With regard to my ſecond aſſertion, relating to 
our Saviour's words, namely, that he profeſſes to 
et forth, in the moſt ample manner, the true no- 
tion n of Almighty God; you obſerve, that “ by 
giving us allo a true notion of himſelf, which ac- 
ording to you, he as fuily doth, as of Almighty 
God; in the words, Feſus Chriſt, whom thou haſt 


mY 


ſent, he either exhibits more than he intended in 
the deſcription, or the words muſt belong to the 


true notion of Almighty God. If the former 
be the caſe, his ee is not ſo clear and 
diſtinct, nor ſo ſtrong and powerkul, as you would 
have it to be; ſince it is plain that by his adding 
the KN now ledge of Chriſt, to the means neceſſary 
to eternal lite, he makes the knowledge of God not 
only mixed and confuſed; but ar the ſame time 

end ers the only true God as inſafficient of him- 
ſelf to procure the Celired end. But if theſe 
words belong to the true notion of Almighty God; 
and the paſſa ige is a Panne deſcription LF him 
you then lay, that our Saviour is guilty of an ab- 
ſolute taiſhood, as there are. two " Perſons of the 
30dhead left out in the deſcription. But from 
your own principles it- is plain, that the Father 1s 
not the only true God, but rather the only true 
ſupreme God : : it cannot then be inferred Aa vou 
from. this paſſage, that Chriſt is denied to be God, 
nd conſequently left cut in the deſcription: . ll 


therefore the pallage doth not exclude ( Chriſt, who 

is named, it can never 3 the Holy Ghoſt, 

who is not named nor implied.“ Page 10, FI. 
Aj. I am really e to pity the, great pains 


* / " 4 V / = , * » — 0 12 
vou have taken, to ae 3 darken a PIP 


% 13 . 7 

declaration of our blefied Saviour, in order to ſup- 
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2 true notion of the one ſupreme God, and like- 
wile of the Perſon whom he hath employed in the 
work of men's falvation ; by adding, Teſs Chrift, 
a hom thou baſe ſent, he does not exhibit more than 
he intended, neither does the addition render his 
deſcription of God leis clear and diſtinct, Here 
are two Perſons deſcribed in their proper and re- 
ſpective characters, the Father and Chriſt; our 
Saviour declares the former to be the only true 
God, as py as words can expreſs it, and the 
latter to be the Perſon, whom the Father, the only 
true God, hath ſent. A plain ſenſible Chriftiat 


cannot poſſibly, without the help of lea ned fo- + 
phiſtry, take "this words in any other ſenſe, than 


chat the Father is the only true God, as diſtinguiſh- 
ech from Chriſt, an extraordinary Perſon ſent from 
the only God upon the important buſineſs of eter- 
nal life. But ſome learned men inform us in defi- 
ance to noon- day light, that Chriſt is included in 
the deſcription of the only true God, trom- whom 
2c is expreſsly contradiſtingui nſhec, and is likewiſe 
eſcribed by a peculiar character. This declara- 
tion does not indeed deny Chriſt to be a God in the 
inferior ſenſe, which title is ſometimes given him: 
but 6 certainly excludes Chriſt from being what is 
lo plat inly, clearly, and diſtinctly appropriated to 
the Father. To imagine that Chriſt is included in 
this dell cription of the only true God, is infinitely 
abiurd, and it is ſtill more abſurd, if poſſible, to 
entertain the ſame notion of the Holy Ghoſt, 506 
is neither named, nor implied, and who is never 
ſtiled God, or Lord, in the ſacred writin 85. 
As to what you obſerve farther upon this article, 

relating to the union of the E ather and Chriſt, 
let forth in this chapter, 1 ſhall conſider it in its 


proper place. 
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Upon my laſt aſſertion, namely, that he extra- 
ordinary j avour of cternal Lije, chiefly depends on the 
right uc told of God; you argue thus: If this 
be ſo, and yer our Saviour declares this knowledge 
to conſiſt in that of the Son, as well as of the Fa- 
ther; the notion of the Son muſt then alſo be in- 
cluded in the notion of Almighty God. — You 
maintain that there is the ſame efficacy applied to 
the knowledge of the Son as of the Father, and 
conſequently, eternal life depends as much upon the 
one as the other, which could not poſſibly be the 
caſe, if the Son be a perſon inferior to Almighty 

_” Page 11, 1. | 
Anf. When Almighty God thinks fit to employ 
an inſtrument for the accompliſhment of any de- 
ſign, doubtleſs the perions, upon whoſe account 
this is done, ought to acknowledge the immediate 
inſtrument, as well as principal. Our Saviour was 
the Perſon ſent by God, to reveal eternal life to 
the ſons of men; and conſequently, ic was highly 
reaſonable, and even neceſſary, that men ſhould 
be required to believe in, and acknowledge Chriſt, 
as well as the ſupreme Father, who employed him 
upon this important commidion. But to argue 
from hence, that the Son is included in the notion 
of Almighty God, from whom he is expreſsly diſ- 
tinguiſhed by a peculiar inferior character, and by 
whom he is at the ſame time laid to be ſent, is ſuch 
a groſs inſult upon common ſenſe, and all language, 
th on? would think it impoſüble for lear ned men, 
one aiter another, to perſilt in this abſurdity, if it 
was not too evident to be denied; The argument 
you inſiſt upon to prove our Saviour, included in 
he notion of Almighty God, will equally prove 
nat Moſes, whom God employed in the imme. 
ate deliver, of the Jewiſh Law, was included 


in 


13 
in the notion of the one ſupreme God, becauſe the 
people were required to believe in him as well as 
God. The people feared the Lord, and believed the 
Lord, and his ſervant Moſes. Exod. xiv. 31. Be 
pleaſed to review your own expreſſions in this paral- 
jel caſe: ** The Belief in Moſes is jointly, and 
equally made, a neceſſary means of _ otaining the 
divine favour, with the Belief in the Lord; which, 
therefore, ſhould induce all reaſonable men, to in- 
terpret the words in ſuch a manner, as not to make 
the Belief in a Creature, appear to be of equal 
conſequence with the Belief in his Creator ; and 
therefore, Moſes muſt be included in the notion of 
the Lord.” I hope you will ſeriouſly re-examine 
what you have advanced upon this important point, 
which is your duty as a ſincere Chriſtian, and 
honeſtly retract what undeniably appears to be in- 
capable of a rational defence; it being very cvi- 


dent, that a cauſe, which requires ſuch ſupports, 


is falſe at bottom. 

1 Cor. viii. 5, 6. With regard to this plain and 
exprels determination of St. Paul, it is impoſſible 
it ſhould be miſunderſtood by any unprejudiced 
reader, without the help of learned ſophiſtry. If 
St, Paul had been aſked the queſtion, Who is the 
God of the Chriſtians ? he could not have anſwer- 
ed it more clearly and deciſively, than in theſe very 
words, To us, namely Chriſtians, there is but one 
God, the Father, of whom are all things, and one 
Lird Jeſus Chrit, by (or through) whom arc all 
things; that is, all things relating to the ſalvation 
of Man. If the Perſon of the Father, be not the 
one ſupreme God, but the Son and Holy Ghoſt are 
equally included in this deſcription, though the 
former is expreſsly diſtinguiſhed from the one God, 
by a peculiar character, and the latter is not men- 
I tioned 


2 
muſt freely own, that St. Paul is 
no Apoſtle to me; for in this caſe I cannot depend 

Hon him, whea he delivers the cleareſt ſentiment, 
in rhe plainele | language. But I muſt attend you, 
whiltt you labour to. confound the diſtinct mean- 
ing of this unaniwerable declaration. 

You obleve, that ** 1 miſtake the intention of 
. 


Std. Paul, which is plainly to ſhew that there is but 
one God, and one Lord, in oppoſition to the many 


7 * 


Heathen Gods and Lords; at the ſame time ob- 
Viating the flander of the Heathens, who retorted 


c' thtiſm on the Chriſtians, on account of their 
worſh! vine beſides God, the man Chriſt Jeſus; 


as well as the malice of the Jews, who to depre- 

Ciate the crucified Jeſus, diftinguiſhed between a 

ufer ing and triumpliant Meſſiah”! Page 12, 1.3. 
Zu. That 1 did not miſtake the intention of St. 


Paul, appears from your. own account; for if It 
3 88 = „ Rn 8 5 

leſign to ſhew, that there is but 

and one Lord, in oppoſition to the many 


& 
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Mede.] This determination of St. Paul, is not 
only clear and deciſive, but likewiſe extremely juſt 
and elegant : as the Heathens had many ſupreme 
Deities, and many inferior Lords; fo Chriſtians 
have but one ſupreme, who is the Father, and one 
inferior Lord, or mediator, Jefus Chriſt. 

As to your obſervation, that St. Paul meant to 
obviate the ſlander of the Heathens, who retorted 
Polytheiſm on the Chriſtians, it does not appear 
to be founded in fact. St. Paul was charged by 
the Heathens as a ſetter forth of ſtrange Gods, 
becauſe he preached to them Jeſus and the Reſur- 
rection, which they thought were two diſtinct 
Gods. But if you carefully attend to his diſcourſe 
to the Athenians, recorded in the ſame chapter, he 
took care to ſet them right, by inculcating the be- 
ef of one ſupreme God, the Maker of Heaven 
and Earth; and I do not find that Chriſtianity was 
at firſt charged with Polytheiſm. 

As to your other obſervation relating to the 
ſews, that St. Paul by one Mediator, meant to 
guard againft the malice of the Jews, who, to de- 
preciate the crucified Jeſus, diſtinguiſned between 
2 {uffering and triumphant Meſſiah; it is very pro- 
bable, that ſuch a notion did not obtain in the 
Apoſtle's days; it was invented after their time, 
when the Jews found themſelves diſtreſſed by the 
argument drawn from prophecies of the Old Teſta- 
ment. Beſide the Apoſtle is ſpeaking profeſſedly 
ot Heathen idolatry, and not of Jewiſh errors: 
as the Heathens had many Lords, or an order of 
inferior Gods, ſo Chriſtians own but one Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt. 

Your next obſervation is, that *©* as the title of 
Lord is appropriated to the Son; and yet the Scrip- 
tures do elſewhere plainly declare the Father, * 

We 


Lord. Why, really there is no other difficulty 


1 


well as the Son, to be Lord; and conſequently, 
two Lords, contrary to this of St. Paul. Again, 
if the word Lord, in the New Teſtament, deſigns 
only the Son, the higheſt divine attributes are 
thereby given to the Son. The Lord, whereby, 
according to you, the Son is eſpecially diſtinguiſh- 
ed, is frequently deſcribed to be, and to do, what 
God Almighty 1s always underſtood to be, ard to 
perform. Where the expreſſion therefore, Lord 
God, is uſed without any particular ſpecification, 
it ſhouid ſeem more realonable to determine ir, to 
denote the Son than the Father. Since by your 
doctrine, Lord, is the peculiar appellation of the 
Son, and you do not deny, that he is alſo called 
God, though in an inferior ſenſe. But beyond all 
doubt, the Lord our God is expreſsly declared in 


St. Mark x11. 29. to be one Lord; and verſe 32, 


it is aſſerted alſo, that there is none other but he: 
and it is as certainly ſaid by St. Paul, To us there ts 
but one God the Father and one Lord Feſus Chrift : 
It therefore plainly follows, that as by the words 
of the Evangeliſt, there is but one God and one 
Lord, and that the one God is that one Lord; ſo 
Jeſus Chriſt, who is equally affirmed by the A- 
poſtle to be the one Lord, muſt alſo be the one 
God.“ Page 13, 14. 

Anſ. As to your charging me with owning two 
Lords, J anſwer in the expreſs words of Scripture. 
The Lord, namely JEHOVAH, ſaid to my Lord, 
namely, Apo, an inferior Lord, Sit thou on my 
right-hand, till I make thine enemies thy foot col. 
Pſalm cx. i. cited by Chriſt himſelf, Mark x1i, 36. 
But the queſtion is, how this is conſiſtent with the 
ſolemn determination of our Saviour in the fame 
chapter v. 29. that e Jord our God is one 


In 
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in the caſe but what is introduced by learned ſo- 
phiſtry : the ſcripture, interpreted by mmol lenſe, 
is plain and clear. The Father is the one ſupreme 
Lord and Governor, the Lord of Heaven and 
Earth, expreſsly diſtinguiſhed from Chriſt, and all 
other Beings 3 no other Perſon can poſſibly be 
Lord in this ſupreme and eminent ſenſe; and 
Chriſt is ſtiled the only Lord mediator, in a ſenſe 


peculiar to his character, and in which no other Be- 


ing can be Lord. Common ſenſe can eaſily con- 
vince unprejudiced Chriſtians, that a Perſon who 
is made Lord by Almighty God, cannot poſſibly 
be the ſame Being with, or equal to, he ſupreme 
Lord and God, by whom he was made what he-was. 
The word Lord, in St. Paul's epiſtles, generall 

ſignifies Chriſt, who is always ſufficiently diſtin- 
guiſhed from the ſupreme Lord of Heaven and 
Earth; neither is he ſtiled in any one paſſage Lord 
God, which is the peculiar character of the Father. 
The higheſt divine attributes are never given to 
the Son, God Almighty may properly be faid 


t perform, what he does by an inferior inſtru- 


mont. 

When you argue that the one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
muſt be the one God, becauſe it is ſaid, that e 
Lerd our God is one Lord, you introduce darkneſs 
and confuſion into a caſe, plainly delivered in Serip- 
ture, There is no fort of inconſiſtency, when the 
Scripture declares that there 1s one ſupreme Lord 
and Governor, and that there 1s one Lord, or me- 
diator Jeſus Chriſt : as it would be infinitely ab- 
lurd to imagine, that the one ſupreme Lord, ſhould 
be included in the notion. of the one Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt; ſo it is equally ſo, that the one Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, ſhould be included in the notion of the one 
God and Lord of all, even the Father, from whom 

D=2 he 
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he is d ſtinguiſhed, in the moſt ſolemn manner, by 


4 peculiar character. 
You produce the Prophet Zechariah, ch. xiv. 
v. 5, 9. to ſhew, that Chriſt is ſtiled e Lord my 
Cod, and one Lord. P. 14. Anſ. Lou aſſert this 
in expreſs contradiction to the whole purport of 
the chapter, and indeed every part of the Prophet. 
The title of Lord, or Jehovah, is undeniably ap- 
plied to the one ſupreme God, in every paſſage 
where it occurs. See verles 3, 5» 7 73 9, 12, 13, 
16, 17, 18, 20, 21. and remarkable 1t 1s, that in 
the foregoing chapter, the Lord of Hoſts, namely 
Jehovah, is expreſs ly diſtinguiſhed from the Shep- 
herd, whois Chrilt, v. 75 Again, v. 9. the ſame 
perſon, who v. 7. is diſtinguiſhed from the Shep- 
herd, 1s ſtiled the Lord my God: the whole verſe, 
art of which you have quoted, is a glorious pro- 
phecy of that bleſſed time, which all ſincere Chril- 
tians ought to pray for, When the Lord ſhall be 
King ever all the earth: in that day fhail there be one 
Lord, and bis name one. v. 9. That is, all the in- 
habitants of the earth ſhall acknowledge one ſu- 
preme God, and all Heathen and Chrittian idola- 
try, and falſe worſhip, ſhall be demoliſhed. 
Ephel. iv. #2 5 5. 6. I oblerved upon theſe words, 
iat they are 10 diſtinct and clear, that it is im- 
bl to miſunderſtand them, without the com- 
ments of ns men. I ſhall ſet down the whole 
of what you have advanced, upon this important 
declaration Of St. Bae 
*© But the clear and diſtinct mention, and not 
deſcription, as * call it, of the one God, one 


Lord, and one Spitir. Epghel. . doth, 


"E 


indeed, evidence three Perſons, but by no means ' 


ail proves theſe tr of Perſons O be One God. For 


the Apoſtle exhoriing the Epheſians to keep the 
unity 


ms 


1 


unity of the Spirit in the bond of Peace, aſſigns, 
a5 a motive for their ſo doing, their being called to 
be members of the one body, the Chriſtian church, 
enlightened and conducted by the one Spirit, and 
having moreover, one Lord, one Faith, one Bap- 
tiſm, one God and Father of all. Now the diſ- 
tinct mention of each Perſon, and particular mark 
ot unity added to each; as they are inſiſted on here, 
to eniorce union and concord in the church of 
Epheſus, ſo lately converted from Paganiſm ; ſo 
were they further intended to point out an abſolute 
diſunion in the Perſons, they would ſeem rataer to 
fruſtrate the ſcope of the Apoſtle's exhortation, by 
civing the Epheſians to underſtand, that inſtead of 
one God, they had one ſupreme, and two inferior 
creature Gods; inſtead of one Lord, they had one 
Supreme, and two inferior Lords; and inſtead of 
one Spirit, they had one ſupreme Spirit (for God 
15 a Spirit), and two inferior, one animating an 
fuman Body, the other, indeed, a pure unbodied 
Spirit. This interpretation ſeems but aukwardly to 
anlwer the Apoſtle's deſign: would it not be more 
conſiſtent to ſuppoſe, that he choſe upon this oc- 
calion, to mention the three Perſons by terms com- 
mon to them all; yet by a peculiar application, 
dich becoming for certain reaſons, the diſtinguiſh- 
ing character of ſome one, or other, of the Per- 
eus? This exactly correſponding with the general 
tenour of the Scriptures, and the particular doc- 
ine of the Apoſtle in other paſſages, preſerves at 
ace the diſtinction and unity of the Perſons; 
'trongly intimating them to be the one God and 
rather of all, who is above all, and through all, 
and in you all ; this three-fold diilinguiſhing ad- 
ition, referring to the diſt inct character and office 
172 of 
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of each Perſon, in this economy of man's re— 
demption.“ Page 14, 15. 

Auſ. J agree with you, that the Apoſtle in ex- 
horting the Epheſians to love and concord, aſſigns 
as a motive for this lovely practice, their being 
members of the ſame body the Church; and that 
they protels the fame faith, namely, the ſame 
Spirit, the fame Lord, and the ſame God and Fa- 
cher of all. But we differ very widely, when you 
obſerve that this argument drawn from the ſame 
profeſſion of faith would have no weight, but 
would rather fruſtrate the ſcope of the Apoſtle's 
exhortation, unleſs the three Perſons were equally 
ſupreme, and all together were the one God and 
Father of all, Ir is great pity that this eminent 
Apoitle did not underſtand the nature of the ar- 
gument he was urging, nor the moſt proper way 
of expreſſing his ſentiments : for upon ſuppoſition 
that words have any determinate ſenſe, he has de- 
livered a doctrine directly contrary to what you 
contend. for. The one God and Father of all is 
as clearly diſtinguiſhed from the one Lord and one 
Spirit, as it is poſſible for any language to exprels 
it; and the diſtinction is {til more remarkable 
by other things being inſerted between, one 
Fa tb and one Bai tiſm, to which obſervation you 
make no anſwer : and when the Apoſtle adds that 
the one God is above 4a, the Son wy Holy Spirit, 

mutt certainly be included in 4% becauſe they are 
conſtantly repreſented d in the New Teſtament, as 
Jaferior to the one God, and acting in all things 
according to his! aprems ze will and pleaſure. Surely, 
the Ephelian“ Chriſtians might with the greateſt pro- 
priety, be ſaid to have the ſame faith, when they 
profeſi. d their belief in the ſame one ſupreme God, 
in the ſame Lord, or Mediator, and in the ſame 


Holy 


1 


Holy Spirit, whom God employed in the glorious 
work ot redemption and ſanctification; and, con- 
ſequently, the Son and Spirit were united with the 
Father in a very excellent ſenſe, by promoting the 
ſame glorious end. There is no other diſunion in 
the Perſons, but what neceſſarily ariſes from their 
diſtinct natures, ſo ſtrongly pointed out in theſe 
remarkable words; and therefore, my interpreta- 
tion fully anſwers the Apoſtle's deſign. 

As to what you ſuppoſe a more conſiſtent inter- 
pretation, which you have expreſſed obſcurely, the 
true meaning of it, when reduced to plain Eng- 
liſh, is evidently this: the one Spirit ſignifies Fa- 
cher, Son, and Holy Spirit, but more particular- 
ly, the Spirit; the one Lerd denotes Father, Son, 
and Spirit, but more particularly, the Son; and 
the one Ged and Father of all, ſignifies Father, Son, 
and Spirit, but more eſpecially, the Father. I 
cannot help obſerving upon this, that there is no 
abſurdity ſo great, no error fo monſtrous, but 
what might be eaſily deduced from Scripture, if 
ſach a liberty was taken in the interpretation of it, 
as you have indulged in this plain, diſtinct, and 
folemn declaration of St. Paul. To repeat ſuch a 
orols and infinitely abſurd expoſition, is abundant- 
ly ſufficient to anſwer it to all unprejudiced and 
alintereſted perſons, who dare exerciſe their com- 
mon ſenſe upon religious ſubjects. If the Apoſtle 
had entertained the ſame ſentiments with you, up- 
on this important ſubject, he would have ſaid, one 
Spirit, one Lord, one Father, which three Per- 
i075 are one God. Bur, that one Spirit ſhould ſig- 
nity 1/ree Spirits, ne Lord three Lords, ene God 
hee Gods, is ſuch a perverſion of all language 
and ſentiment, as undeniably demonſtrates the 
talſhood of the cauſe you are labouring to ſup. 
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port, it being an evident caſe that men of ſenſe 
and learning, would not have recourſe to ſuch ab- 
jurd interpretations, if their cauſe admitted of a 
plain and rational ſenſe, As you profeſs yourſelf 
a ſincere Chriſtian, it is certainly your duty to con- 
ſider, in what manner you treat the word of God, 
which has no other tendency but to expole it to 
the ſcoffs of unbelievers. 

1 Cor. xii. 4, 5, 6. I remarked upon theſe texts, 
that agreeably to what was laſt quoted from the 
epiſtle to the Epheſians, the ſame God undeniably 
means the one God and Father of all, as diſtin- 
guiſhed from the ſame Lord, namely, Jeſus Chriſt, 
and from the ſame Spirit. Your anſwer is to this 
effect: Theſe words, taken by themſelves, do 
ſeem to anſwer what you contend for; but the 
whole chapter, conſidered together, ſtrongly proves 
the quite contrary, For as you ſeem to think, that 
the different offices, here ſpecified, do deſign the 
different characters of each Perſon z ſo are they 
then peculiar to each; and, conſequently, not to 
be indiſcriminately attributed to any one of them. 
But, why then doth St. Paul, in enumerating, 1m- 

eciately after, the gifts of the Spirit, not only 
reckon amongit them, as well the diverſities of ad- 
miniſtrations, as of operations; but alſo poſitive- 
ly declare, that it is the one and ſelf-ſame Spirit 
that worketh all theſe: which expreſſion he before, 
as you would perſuade us, had eminently attri- 
buted to the God and Father of all? For certainly, 
as the word of wiſdom, the word of knowledge, 
and faith, are the gifts of the Spirit; ſo the office 
of preaching in conſequence of the imparted word 
ef wiſdom; the office of interpreting in conſe- 
quence of the imparted word of knowledge ; and 
the office of healing diſeaſes and adminiſtering 2 
| the 
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the infirmities of the ſick, in conſequence of the 
imparted faith, are evident parts of thoſe diver- 
fities of miniſtries, by you appropriated to the ap- 
pointment of the Lord. And that all theſe are, 
notwithſtanding, no leis to be enumerated amongſt 
the operations of Almighty God, 1s plain from the 
28th verſe of this chapter; where God is expreſsly 
{2:d to have ſet ſome in the Church, firſt Apoſtles, 
&c. diſtinctly anſwering to the ſeveral gifts, ad- 
miniſtrations, and powers before aſcribed to the 
expreſs operation of the Holy Spirit, and which in 
the fore-cited chapter to the Epheſians, v. 14. are 
as ſtrongly, and as expreſsly, attributed to Chriſt. 
t is plain therefore, that in theſe inſtances, the 
term, God, doth not ſolely m*an the Father, but 
2110 extends to the other two Perſons.“ 

his and the two following chapters, were pro- 
bably occaſioned by ſome enquiries of the Corin- 
thians, relating to ſpiritual Perfons and their dif- 
terent giits, concerning which there ſeems to have 
been ſome ſtrife and diforder amongſt them. In 
the ſecond verſe of this chapter, he obſerves, that 
the Gentile converts had been very lately groſs 
dalaters, and therefore they ſhould not value them- 
ves too highly upon the account of their ſpiritual 
zits, which they had received in conſequence of 
embracing Chriſtianity, Ver. 3. He obſerves with 
reſpect to the Jews, that no perſon who oppoſes 
Chriſt, and his religion, can make the leaſt claim 


to the Spirit of God: on the other hand, whoſo- 


cver, Whether Jew or Gentile, acknowledges Jeſus 
35 Lord, or Meſſias, muſt do it by the Spirit of 
od; that is, he hath no other ground for his be- 
lief, but a revelation from the Spirit of God: the 
proper uſe to be made of this was, that neither 
Heathen, nor Jewiſh converts, ſhould lay any 

claim 


1 
claim to ſuperiority, or deſpiſe any of their bre- 
thren upon account of poſſeſſing the Spirit of God, 

which other believers were entitled to, as well as 
themſclves. It is obſervable, that the Apoſtle in 
the 3d verſe, undeniably diſtinguiſnes God from 
the Spirit, and the Lord Jeſus. God, Spirit, 
Lord, cannot poſhbly admit of any other inter- 
pretation, than that God' denotes the Father, as 
diſtinguiſned from the Son and Holy Spirit. 

Then the Apoſtle goes on to urge another con- 
ſideration, proper to engage the Col inthians to lay 
aſide all contention, upon account of ſome ſpi- 
ritual endowments being more valuable than others: 
namely, that all ſpiritual gitts were derived from 
ti fame Spiri; that all the different officers of 
the Church acted under the ſame Lord; and that 
all theſe o extraordinary powers, were the effect ot 
the immediate operation of the ſame God. Ver. 4. 
to v. 12. 

Then the Apoſtle illuſtrates the point he had in 
view. by a very apt ſimilitude taken from the hu- 

zan body, wherein all the members are uſeful in 
their way, though ſome are deſigned for a more 
honourable uſe than others : as the different mem- 
bers of the body mutually promote each others 
good ; fo perſons in the Church poſſeſſing different 
gifts, thould exerciſe them for mutual edification, 
without ſtrife or diviſion. Ver, 12, to the end of 
ne chapter. 

What therefore can be determined, from the 

whole deſign of the chapter to prove, that the 
ame Spicit, the fame Lord, and the ſame God, 
do not ſignify the ſame Perſons expreſſed in 1 
2d vorſe, and diſtinctliy ſer forth by St. Paul, 
the fore cited chapter to the E eee ? why, 70h 
argue that the ſame God in the 6th verſe, and God 
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in the 28th verſe, do not ſolely mean the Father, 
put“aſſo the Son and Holy Ghoſt; becauſe the 
Apoſtle in reciting the gifts of the Spirit, reckons 
the word of wiſdom, the word of knowledge and 
faith, which are evident parts of miniſteries appro- 
priated to the appointment of the Lord. And 
that all theſe are to be reckoned amongſt the ope- 
rations of Almighty God, is plain from the 28th 
verſe of this chapter; and which in the fore-cited 
chapter to the Epheſians, ver. 11. are as ſtrongly 
attributed to Chriſt. How weak and fallacious 
this argument is, appears from the whole ſcheme 
1 the Goſp el diſpeniation: it is uniformly de- 
lared by Chriſt and his Apoſtles, that Chriſt, in 
co WW as Bt of his amazing humiliation and ſuf- 
fer rings, received power from the Father to ſend the 
Joly Ghoſt upon the Apoſtles, and firſt converts 
to Chriſtianity. Acts ji. 33. Being, (namely, 
Jeſus) 2 the right hand of God exalted, aud hav- 


tt 1g re ceived of the Father the promiſe of the Holy 
2 a" 2 hath ſhed forth this, which ye now ſee and 
1755 In purluance of this diſpenſation, the 


Anollle attributes the various gifts, with which 
[! 0 0 hians were endued, to the Holy Spirit. 
I dae coverament of the church, God hath made 
Jetus 8 and the Holy Spirit as chief miniſter, 
te -ough whom the different officers acting under 
Chriſt, are enabled to exerciſe their gifts. Ir is, 
therclore, with the greateſt propriety, declared by 
the Apoſtle, that the ſame God worketh all in all, as 
he is the original and ſupreme author of every gift 
and bleſing derived to Chriſtians, through Chrift 
and the Ho:y Spirit, it being agreeable to the 13 
method of God's governing che moral world, 
act by ſubordinate agents; and conſequently, God 
Almighty may be juſtly aid to do what Con 
an 


| [ 44 J 
and the Holy Spirit perform, as they receive their 
power, Han and commiſſion from him, and 
act in all things, according to the will and pleaſure 
of the one ſupreme God and Father of all. To 
argue that God muſt mean Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, becauſe the fame operations are aſcribed to 
God, which are applied to Chriſt and the Holy 
Spirit, is a groſs perverſion of Scripture language, 
and ſentiment : beſides, it is expreſsly contrary to 
the ſolemn determination of St. Pau! himſelf, and 
particularly in verſe the 3d of this chapter, where 
the word, God, ne ceſſarily means the Father, ac- 
carding to your ofen interpretation, the Son and 
Holy Spirit being mentioned with, and diſtinguiſh- 
ed from him. No poſſible reaſon can be aſſigned, 
ith the word. God, in the 6th verie,. ſhould not 
ignify the F ather, as he is clearly diſtinguiſhed 
from rhe 1 and the Spirit. Add to this, the 
abſurdity of {appoſing the Apoſtle to mention the 
Spirit and Lord partici lariy, and then to include 
them in the notion of God, without any expreſs 
mention of the Perſon of the Father at all. As 
to the word, E od, in the 2 28th verſe, it certainly 
means the! Father, he being Plainly diſtinguiſhed 
from Chriſt, Ver. 27. There. is no ſort of d1fh- 
culty acco rding y ti Scripture, though the ſame 


— 
1 


thing is app lied to Chriſt, ver. 11. of the 4th 
ch. ap. of Epheſians, that is in this verſe, namely 
28h, attributed to God: Chriſt may be properly 
faid, to give 5 9 + and Prophets, becauſe he re- 
ccived a commiſſion from God. or the Father, to 

employ the Holy Spirit in appointing various offi 
cers in the Chu urch; and the very ſame thing may 
De 1 ly . a to God, becanſe the .cer trant- 


action was derived from his ſupreme authority. 
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You obſerve, that “ the texts produced in the 
Appeal, p. 11, 13, 2d edit. to ſhew that the term 
God means the Father, do yet only ſhew, that the 

Father is eminently, and not excluſively, called 
G00 : otherwile, the context of the above paſſages, 
are utterly inconſiſtent with the other parts of ſcrip- 
ture. Page 

Anſ. If the Father be eminently ſtiled God, 
which you are obligtd to grant, it neceſſarily fol- 
lows, that the Father is God, in an higher ſenſe 
than the Son and Holy Spirit; which conceſſion 
Jemoliſhes the whole ſcheme you are labouring to 
upport; for this neceſſarily ſuppoſes the Son and 
Holy Spirit, to be in ſome ſenſe inferior to the Fa- 
ther: but how to reconcile the notion of three 
Pcrions, being equal in all efentia? 15 fections, with 
that of one of them being eminently ſtiled God, 
and. the other two being in ſome ſenſe inferior, is 

1m poſſible to be conceive ed. As to your expreſſion, 
10 excluſively, I ſhall conſider it in my anſwer to 
your 18h page. I have plainly proved, that the 
context of the above paſſages, is exactly agreeable 
io the other parts of Scripture. 

ln the Appeal, p. 13. 2d edit. there are paſ- 
lages produced, which delcribe the Father with 
very high and peculiar titles and attributes. In 

anſwer to this you.oblerve, that * the high titles 
ive to the Father, are not, as you alſerr, {0 
p:culiar to him, but molt of them are al ſo applied 
MT hriſt; for, Acts x. 36. he is exprelsly called, 
Ld of all, and he is fad to have created all 
inge which plainly implies him to be Lord of 
Heaven and Earth. He is twice, John iii. 31. 
laid to be above all; and therefore ſupreme, or moſt 
high: nay, Luke i. 76. he is expreſsly called the 


mv Uligh, as the context of the paſſage, and the 


application 
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application therein of the words of the Prophet 
Malach. iii. 1. iv. 5. and the office of the Baptiſt 
do clearly prove. Again, his divine nature is cer- 
tainly inviſible ; and to that the deſcription 1 Tim. 
vi. 16. agrees as exactly as to the Father: the Lord 
Almighty in Revel. 1. 4. 1s as much his character, 
as the Father's; as will be more particularly ſhewn 
hereafter. And the Lamb 1s equally deſcribed fit- 
ting on the throne, expreſsly called King of Kings, 
and Lord of Lords, and the great God. Revel. 
xx. Il, 12. compared with Matth, xxv. 31. Acts 
x. 42. Revel. xix. 9, 16, 17. but that the Father 
is properly called the Head of Chriſt, by no means 
contradicts any of theſe paſſages, as being the firſt 
in rank and order, and the fountain of the divini- 
ty; but more eſpecially. with regard to Chriſt's me- 
diatorial office.” Page 16, 17. 

Anſ. The high titles which I have ſelected from 
the New Teſtament, as appropriated to the Father, 
are never applied to Chriſt, or the Holy Ghoſt, as 
will appear by going over the particulars, you have 
alledged to prove the contrary, The title of Lord 
of all, which is applied to Chriſt, Acts x. 36. is 
not of the ſame import with ſupreme, or moſt 
high, appropriated to the Father, which is very 
plain from the verſe itſelf ; The word which Ges 
ſent unto the Children of Iſrael, preaching peace ty 
Feſus Chriſt (he is Lord of all). Here Chriſt is re- 
preſented not only as diſtinct from, but likewiſe 
acting in ſubordination to, Almighty God, Be- 
fides, it 1s the ſolemn determination of St. Peter, 
who has given this title to Chriſt, that God hath 
made that ſame Jeſus whom the Jews crucified, both 
Lord and Christ: we muſt acknowledge Chriſt to 
be Lord of all, that is, Head of the Church, con- 
ſiſting of Jews and Gentiles, but certainly made / 

' J 
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by the one ſupreme Lord of Heaven and Earth, 
As to creation, Chriſt is conſtantly ſet forth in 
Scripture as an inſtrument, through whom, or by 
whole miniſtry, God created all "things, which is 
ſo far from implying him to be Lord of Heaven 
and Earth, in as high a ſenſe as the Father, that 
the very form of the expreſſion undeniably demon- 
ſtrates the contrary z; and remarkable it is, that 
Chriſt has no fort of worſhip, or glory, aſcribed 
to him in Scripture, upon account of his inferior 
agency in the work of creation. 

John! 111. 31. Chriſt is ſaid twice to be above ˖ öl; 
but he 1s expreſsly declared to be ſo, upon account 
cf his coming from Heaven, and in preference to 
John, and all other Prophets, they being the words 
of John, difclaiming all pretenſions of being equal 
to Chriſt, who came from heaven. It is obſerv- 
able, that Chriſt is twice deſcribed as inferior to 
God, or the Father, v. 34. For be whom God hath 
ſent, ſpeaketh the words of God; for God giveth 
not the Spirit by meaſure unto him. 

Luke i. 76. That the title of moſt High, ſhou!d 
in this particular text be applied to Chriſt, is con- 

rary to the whole tenor of the New Teſtament, it 
being appropriated to the Father in every other 
Fe lage where it occurs: more particularly in this 

chapter, v. 32. Chriſt is ſtiled the Son of the moſt 
High; and v. 35. the moſt High is expreſsly diſ- 
irguiſhed from the Son and Holy Ghoſt. See 

kewile Mark v. 7. Luke vi. 35. Luke viii. 28. 
A: to the text produced, namely, Luke !. 76. it 
is part of Zacharias's prophecy upon the birth of 
John: now, it is very unreaſonable to luppolF, 
that he ſhould give the title of moſt High to the 
Me ns, in expreſs contradiction to the ſentiments 
eta! the Jews, who never entertained any ſuch 


opinion, 
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opinion, aud likewiſe to the whole deſign of his 
diſcourſe, which was principally to celebrate the 
praiſes of the Lord God of Iſrael, as he ſtiles him, 
v. 68. and, therefore, he muſt neceſſarily mean 
the ſame perſon, by this title of moſt High, which 
was uſually aſcribed to the one ſupreme God in 
the Old Teſtament. John the Baptiſt might very 
juſtly be ſtiled the Prophet of the moſt High, as 
he was inſpired by the Spirit of God, and was the 
immediate fore-runner of the Meſſias, through 
whom the ſalvation of God was made known to 
the ſons of men. You refer to the Prophet 
Malach. iii. 1. iv. 5. and to the office of the Bap- 
tilt, as clearly proving that the moſt High is meant 
of Chriſt. The argument you would deduce from 
hence is this: John the Baptiſt was the fore-runner 
of Chriſt, whoſe office it was to prepare the way 
before him. But the Lord of Hoſts is repreſent- 
ed as ſpeaking in his own Perion, and propheſying 
of John the Baptiſt, as preparing the way before 
him, namely, Lord of Hoſts. The day of the 
Lord likewiſe means the day of the one ſupreme 
God, Jehovah And. this 1s contend by the 
words of Zacharias; Thou ſuait go before the Face 
of the Lord 19 prepare his ways : the Lord here mult 
mean the ſame perion as the higheſt. I have en- 
deavourcd to reppeſent your argument as plainly 
and RIDA y as JOU could wiſh you ode to which 
I anſwer is taken for gra te „that John the 
Baptiſt OY os not prepare the way bt fore the face of 
any perion but of 55 v hereas it may not only 
be properly ſaid, that - prepared the way before 
God, a3 Chriſt repreſented the Perſon of God, 
vhillt he 5 Need upon carth, but likewiſe becauſe he 
exho 189 th eople LO FEDCATAINCE, and to be con- 
verted to God, Wulch Was Preparing the way be- 
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fore God as well as Chriſt; which ſenſe is confirm- 
ed by the words of the Prophet Malachi imme- 
diately following, namely, verſe 6th of the 4th 
chapter, compared with the completion of this 
prophecy, according to the explication delivered by 
the Angel to Zacharias. Luke i. 17. John the 
Baptiſt, by exhorting the people to repentance, 
converted them to God as diſtinguiſhed from Chriſt, 
as plainly appears from the words of St. Paul, 
Acts xx. 21. Teſtifying to the Jews and Gentiles 


| repentance towards God, and Faith in our Lord 
| Jeſus Chriſt. It is obſervable with reſpect to Ma- 
| lachi iii. 1, that the Lord of Hoſts, namely, Feho- 
vab, is expreſsly diſtinguiſhed from the Lord, 


namely, Aden, deſcribed by the character of the 


| Meſſenger of the Covenant; He, namely, Adon, 
| ſhall come, ſaith he Lord of Hoſts, namely, Je- 


hovah, To which let it be added, though the 
Meſſenger, namely, John, is propheſied to pre- 
pare the way before me, according to the preſent 
Hebrew and Greek copies, meaning thereby the 
Lord of Hoſts, of which a good account may be 
given; yet in Matth. xi. 10. Mark i. 2. and Luke 
vil. 27. it is expreſsly cited thus, Behold, I ſend my 
Meſſenger before thy Face, which ſball prepare thy 
way before thee, namely, Chriſt, which doubtleſs 


was the true reading in our Saviour's time, This 


abſolutely overthrows the force of your argument, 
deduced {rom Malachi iii. 1. | 1 
1 Tim. vi. 16. The Father is moſt certainly de- 
ſeribed by the characters in this and the foregoing 
verſe; the greater part of theſe is never applied to 
Chriſt, particularly, whom no man hath ſeen, or can 
ſee, agreeably to the declaration of our Saviour, 
No man h:th ſeen God at any time; the only begotten 
don, which is, or was, in the boſom of the * 
[2 
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Kings and Lord of Lords, in the higheſt and 
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he hath declared him. John i. 18. Again, the Fa- 


ther is called, be invtſible God, as diſtinguiſhed 
from Chriſt, Coloſs. 1.15, You obſerve that our 
Saviour's divine nature is certainly inviſible; his 
ſpiritual and divine part doubtleſs is ſo, and ſo are 
the ſouls of men. As it would be abſurd to ſtyle 
a man inviſible, ſo our Saviour has this character 
never aſcribed to him. 

Revel. 1. 8. Which 1s the only text produced, 
to prove that Chriſt is ſtiled Lord God Almighty, 
ſhall be conſidered in its proper place. 

As to the Lamb being equally deſcribed, fitting 
on the throne with the Father, Revel. iii. 21. he 
is in the very words ſet forth, not only as diftin& 
from the Father, but inferior to him. To hm 
that overcometn, will I grant to fit with me in 1 
Throne, even as 1 alſo overcame, and am ſet down 
ith my Father in his Throne, This declaration, if 
it proves our Saviour's equality . with the Father, 
will equaliy prove that the Saints in glory will be 
equal to Chriſt, The reaſon expreſsly aſſigned for 
this extraordinary honour, namely, becauſe he over- 
came and performed a ſteady obedience to his God 
and Father, under all trials and temptations, de- 
monſtrates the abſurdity of making him equal to 
his ſupreme Father whom he obeyed, and by whom 
he was raiſed to ſuper- eminent dignity, upon ac- 
cou t of his obedience, 

Bevel. xvii. 14.— xix. 16. The Lamb is tiled 
King of Kings and Lord of Lords. But it i 
plainly declared by the ſacred writers, that God 


ma e him Lord of Lords, and that God ſet hin 


at his own right hand, Acts ii. 36. Epheſ. i. 20, 


<1, 22. The Father, according to the ſtrict pro: 


pricty of the Greck language, is, the King of 


moſt 


* 
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moſt abſolute ſenſe; but the Som is a King of Kings 
and Lord of Lords in a lower ſenſe, and by the 
appointment of the ſupreme God and Lord of all, 
the Son himſelf not excepted. We are frequently 
aſſured by the ſacred writers, that all the power 
and authority, with which Chriſt is inveſted, is 

derived from his God and Father. 5 
By comparing Revel. xx. 11, 12. with Matth. 
xxv. 31, and Acts x. 42. it will appear that, as 
| Chriſt is appointed by God to judge the quick and 
& dead, it may be properly ſaid that the dead ſtand 
| before God, when they ſtand before Chriſt's judg- 
| ment-ſeat, who received his commiſſion from God 
| to execute this important buſineſs. Thus Rom. 
xiv. 10, 11, 12. we ſhall all ſtand before the judg- 
ment-ſeat of Chriſt, For it is written, as [ ve, 
ſaith the Lord, every knee ſhall bow to me, and every 
| tongue ſhall confeſs to God, So then every one of 
us ſhall give account of himſelf to God. Here 
ſtanding before Chriſt's judgment-ſeat, confeſſing 
to God, according to Iſaiah, and giving account to 
God, evidently denote the ſame important tranſ- 
action, And what follows from hence? You 
would infer that God and Chriſt are the ſame Be- 
ing ; which is not only abſurd, but expreſsly con- 
tradicted in numberleſs paſſages of Scripture : 
lurely, it requires no great ſkill to underſtand, that 
giving account to Chriſt, by whom God judges 
the world, is exactly of the ſame import with 
Cie account to God, who judges the world by 

riſt. 

By referring to Revel. xix. 9, 16, 17. you would 
inter, that the marriage- ſupper of the Lamb, and 
the ſupper of the great God, mean the ſame thing; 
and therefore, the Lamb is the great God. Ad- 
mitting the fact, your inference would not hold. 
E 2 But 


. 
But theſe texts, when carefully examined, appear 
to deſcribe quite different tranſactions. The mar- 
riage-ſupper of the Lamb was evidently deſigned 
to repreſent. the glorious ſtate of the Church, un- 
der the ſimilitude of a wedding, ver. 7, 8, 9. when 
it was cuſtomary for bridegrooms at their marriage 
to preſent their brides with coſtly ornaments ; fo 
likewiſe the Church, which is ſtiled the Spouſe of 
the Lamb, is deſcribed with the valuable orna- 
ments of purity, righteouſneſs, and holineſs. This 
part of the prophetic viſion is fully compleated at 
the gth verſe, which plainly appears from the fol- 
lowing verſe. At ver. 11. a new ſcene was pre- 
ſented to St. John, in which Chriſt is repreſented 
in a triumphant manner, ver. 12. and ver. 13. 
he is ſtiled the word of God; ver. 15. he is 
deſcribed as treading the wine-preſs of the fierce- 
neſs and wrath of Almighty God, that 1s, as exe- 
cuting the judgments of Almighty God upon the 
enemies of truth and virtue; ver. 16. he is de-. 
ſcribed as having an inſcription on one part of his 
garment which covered his thigh, the place where 
the ſword was uſually wore, in which he was tiled 
King of Kings and Lord of Lords, to denote his 
real poſſeſſion of a rightful dominion over all the 
Princes and kingdoms of the earth; he ſeems to 
have this grand title in alluſion to eaſtern monarchs 
and the emperors of the Roman empire, who pre- 
iumptuouſly claimed this title to themſelves ; ver. 
17. In conſequence of this mighty general's 
marching with his army, an Angel denounces 4 
terrible deſtruction upon the enemies of God, un- 
der the repreſentation of inviting the birds of pre} 
to the carcaſes of the ſlain, as to a great feall, 
which the vengeance of the Almighty would ſoon 


entertain them with, The ſupper of the 800 
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God, (or, as ſome manuſcripts read it, the great 
ſupper of God) neceſſarily refers to the wrath of 
Almighty God, ver. 15. and alludes to a paſſage 
in the prophet Ezekiel xxxix. 17, 18, 19, 20. 
The ſupper of the Lamb was intended to ſer forth 
the holy ſtate of the Chriſtian Church upon the 
fall of Babylon ; and the ſupper of the great God, 
plainly points out the final deſtruction of the ene- 
mies of God and virtue. 

You obſerve in the next place, that the Father 
by being called the head of Chriſt, by no means 
contradicts any of the paſſages you have produced, 
he being the firſt in rank and order, and the foun- 
tain of the divinity: I agree with you that this 
declaration does not really contradict any thing ſaid 
of Chriſt, in the New Teſtament, his inferiority 
to his God and Father, being plainly ſer forth in 
great numbers of paſſages as well as this; which 
indeed are ſo very ſtrong, that they often extort 
conceſſions from you and other Athanaſians, de- 
liructive of your whole ſcheme. If the Father be 
really firſt in rank and order, and the fountain of 
the divinity, it [neceſſarily follows that he is the 
one ſupreme God, and from him is derived all the 
divinity aſcribed to Chriſt. But it is beyond my 
imagination to conceive, how you can make this 
conſiſtent with the avowed plan of your anſwer, 
wiich 1s to prove that the Son and Holy Spirit are 
equally divine with the Father, and have the ſame 
eli-ntial perfections. This reduced to plain ſenſe 
and language, conveys an evident contradiction : 
tne Son and Holy Spirit are equally ſupreme with 
the Father, excepting that-they muſt be allowed 
to be inferior. 

The concluſion you draw from your obſervations 
on this head, is this: “ And hence admitting the 
E 3 eſtabliſhed 
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eſtabliſned doctrine of our Church, you ſee it is 
not ſo impoſſible, as you would have it to be, to 
account for the language that runs through every 
part of the New Teſtament, which, contrary to 
your aſſertion, ſtrongly inculcates, that the term 
God, when uſed ſingly and alone, is applicable to 
the three Perſons, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
taken together; but when uſed with either, or 
both of the two latter, it then, for the moſt part, 
eminently means the Perſon of the Father; but 
never is the Father deſcribed, as you moſt pe- 
remptorily and falſcly aſſert he is, the God of the 
Holy Ghoſt.““ Page 17. 

Anſ. Very true; admitting the eſtabliſhed doc- 
trine of our Church : let the Creeds and Articles 
eſtabliſhed by law, be conſidered as the rule of our 
faith and profeſſions; let the doctrine of three Per- 
ſons and one God be allowed a fundamental prin- 
ciple of religion, and then it will not be impoſſible 
to account for the language of the New Teſtament; 
and eſpecially, if a method of interpretation be 
fixed upon, that never was practiſed upon any 
other book : let words have no determinate mean- 
ing, but let them be ſuppoſed to ſignify whatever 
| ſuits the eſtabliſhed doctrine; let a word neceſſarily 
ſignifying one Perſon, in all books and languages, 
be admitted to denote three, or three hundred, and 
let three have the priviledge of denoting one; up- 
on theſe principles 1 fairly grant you, that God in 
the New Teſtament ſignifies Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, when uſed ſingly and alone. You 
have not p:oJuced the leaſt tittle of evidence to 
ſhew; that the word, God, in the New Teſtament, 
ever ſignifies Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. | 
have purſued you ftep by ſtep, and plainly demon- 


ſtrated the ablurdity of what you have offered a 
this 


E 


this head, upon which your whole ſcheme depends. 
The Father, indeed, is never expreſsly ſtiled the 
God of the Holy Ghoſt. My words are theſe: 
the Father is often deſcribed as abſolutely ſupreme, 
the God of all, the Son and Holy Spirit not ex- 
cepted. But that the Father is the God of the 


Holy Spirit, is ſtrongly implied, as he ſent him, 


and is expreſsly ſtiled the God of all, which ought 
to be underſtood without any exception; for Chriſt 
himſelf profeſſes the Father to be his God, and 
therefore the Father is ſurely the God of the Holy 
Spirit, whom he employs as an inferior inſtrument 

in the government of the Church, | 
As to the texts, which are quoted in the Appeal, 
p. 12, 13. 2dedit. to prove that God, according 
to the uſual language of the New Teſtament, ſig- 
nifies the Father only, you obſerve, ** That they 
only ſhew, that the Father is eminently, and not 
excluſively, called God,“ p. 16, 18. Anſ. Emi- 
aent'ly, I have conſidered already; I want to fix 
the preciſe idea of not excluſively: if by this you 
mean that the Son and Holy Spirit are included in 
the term God, then the glaring abſurdity of ſuch 
an interpretation neceſſarily takes place, which I 
have mentioned, Þ. 14, 15. Appeal, 2d edit. and 
which appears ſo ſtrong, even to yourſelf, that you 
are very ſevere upon me for the ſuppoſition, that 
God in theſe texts ſhould ſignify Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt. If by not excluſively, you mean that 
though the Father be eminently ſtiled God, yet the 
Son and Holy Spirit, are God too in as high a ſenſe 
as the Father, this ſenſe contains an evident con- 
tradiction; the Father is eminentiy ſtiled God, and 
yet the Son and Holy Spirit, are God too in as high 
a ſenſe as the Father; that is, they too are eminentiy 
Gol : ſo that, if not excluſively be taken in the former 
ſenſe, which ſeems to be the true idea of the term. 
D 4 he 
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The ſeverity of your animadverſion, p. 18. falls 
upon your own head; you have then, according to 
your own expreſſions, miſguided your Chriſtian Rea- 
ders in ſuch a way, that none but they who are reſo- 
lutely bent to pervert and diſguiſe the truth, could ſtory 
to ſuch low and diſingenuous handl ng of the ſacred 
word of God. It not excluſively, be taken in the 
latter ſenſe, you are involved in a palpable con- 
tradiftion. I would juſt obſerve with reſpect to 
your animadverſion, that | neither miſguided my 
Chriſtian readers, nor perverted the Scripture; 
my view evidently was, to demonſtrate the falſhood 
of the Athanaſian doctrine, by arguing ox the 
abſurdity neceſſarily ariſing from Scripture, being 
interpreted conſiſtently with that hypotheſis, which 
is one uſeful method of detecting errors: I have 
indeed repreſented it ſo plainly, that you are oblig- 
ed to acknowledge the Perſon of the Father, to be 
neceſſarily meant by God, in the texts cited for 
that purpoſe, and all others of a like nature ; which 
is a conſiderable point gained, towards the deciſion 
of this famous controverſy. 

The rule you would fix upon for the interpreta- 
tion of the New Teſtament, is this: When the 
word God is uſed ſingly and alone, it then denotes 
the whole Trinity, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; 
and then only it ſignifies the Perſon of the Father ; 
when the other Perſons of the Trinity are men- 
tioned with it.” Pages 17, 18. 

Anſ. Let this rule be illuſtrated by particular 
inſtances : God anointed Jeſus of Nazareth with 
the Holy Ghoſt, Acts x. 38. According to this 
rule, God neceſſarily ſignifies the Father, and ſo 
far we are uniformly agreed. There are in the 
New Teſtament above three hundred paſſages of 
this kind, which, according to your own rule, ne, 
ceſſarily confine the word, God, to the Perſon of 


4. the 


1 


| the Father only. I refer you to Dr. Clarke's ſcrip- 


ture doctrine of the Trinity, chap. i. ſe&. 2. where 
ths is demonſtrated to eye-ſight. It is proper to 
add, that the third ſection of ſcripture doctrine, 
Sc. contains about an hundred paſſages, wherein 
the Father is ſtiled God, with ſome peculiar high 
titles, epithets, or attributes. Ir is highly reaſon- 
able to underſtand the word, God, in the ſame 
ſcnſe in other paſſages of the New Teſtament, ex- 
cepting where the title of God is given to Chriſt, 
or other Beings, as it ſometimes is, 
On the other hand, let us take any text in the 
New Teſtament, where God is uſed ſingly and 
alone, which, according to the rule you have fixed 
upon, muſt ſignify Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
John iv. 24. Ged is a ſpirit, and they that worſhip 
hin, muſt worſhip bm in ſpirit and in truth; that 
is, Father, Son, and Holy Gholt, is a ſpirit, and 
they that worſhip him, that is, Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, muſt*worſhip him, that is, them in 
ſpirit and in truth. Revel. iv. 11. Thou art wor- 
tby, O Lord, 10 receive glory, and honour, and power; 


for thou haft created all things, and for thy pleaſure 


they are, and were created. Thou, O Lord, that is, 
thou, O Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. Theſe 1n- 
ſtances are ſufficient to demonſtrate the abſurdity of 
fuch an interpretation, as would make almoſt as 
groſs nonſenſe of ſeveral hundred paſſages, as I 
have taken notice of p. 14. of Appeal, 2d edit. 
It I, thou, him, do not neceſſarily point out one 
Perſon, the uſe of language muſt be deſtroyed, and 
the greateſt confuſion mult be introduced into the 
ſacred writings. I challenge you to produce fo 


much as one paſſage, where the word, God, neceſ- 
larily conveys the idea of three Perſons; I ſay ne- 
cetfarily, for if the word be only capable of the 
ulual ſenſe, this ought to be admitted in order to 
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make it conſiſtent with ſeveral hundred paſſages, 
which, according to your own rue, extorted from 
you by the glaring abſurdity of the con rary inter- 
pretation, muſt be underſtood of the Father only, 
In every paſſage where the word, God, occurs in 
the New leſtament, it always, according to com- 
mon ſenſe and language. denotes one Perſon, 
When the one, or oy God, or when God is men- 
tioned abſolutely, and , way of eminence, the 
Pei ſon of the Father is always denoted. The moſt 
judicious defenders of the Athanaſian doctrine 
readily grant, that the name of God taken abſo- 
lutely, is often in the Scriptures ſpoken of the 
Father. (See Pearſon on the Creed, p. 40.) 
When you obſerve that © three Perſons and one 
God are as directly revealed, or plainly implied in 
the Script res, as it is upon that authority, the 
expreſs determination of the Athanaſian creed :” 
You ſhould have laid, provided the Athanaſian 
creed be conſidered as the grand rule of faith, and 
that we ought to interpret Scripture in conformity 
to it; it is poſſible by far-fetched deductions and an 
arbitrary perverſion of language and ſentiment, to 
make the Scripture and Athanaſian Creed agree to- 
gether. But let the propoſitions of Scripture re- 
lating to the Trinity, and the Athanaſian Creed be 
compared, they appear as contradictory to each 
other, as light 1s to darkneſs, 
Thus I have particularly conſidered, every article 
you have alledged in order to undermine the foun- 
dation I had laid upon Scripture, interpreted by 
common ſenſe; and upon the moſt impartial re- 
view am deeply convinced, that the Appeal has lo 
far proceeded upon ſure and certain grounds. It 
is the clear voice of reaſon that God is one; and 
it is no leſs clearly revealed by Chriſt and his 
Apoſtles, 
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Apoſtles, that the one God is the Father only, as 
diſtinguiſhed from Chrilt and the Holy Spirit. It 
is indeed a truth that ſhines ſo ſtrongly before your 
eyes, that you cannot help acknowledging it at 
the very time you are labouring to overthrow it 
for you allow the Father to be eminently, though 
no: excluſively, the only God. If the Father be emi- 
nently the only God, it neceſſarily follows that he 
is the one ſupreme God ; ſo that we ſeem agreed in 
this important point: which conceſſion uniformly 
purſued, would produce an happy agreement in 
the Trinitarian controverſy, if you did not take 
pains to darken the light that you cannot poſſibly 
extinguiſh. As to the diſtinction you inſinuate, 
by the expreſſion, not excluſively, I have already 
ſhown that, when 1t 1s reduced to plain Engliſh, 
it either implies an interpretation that you expreſsly 
condemn, or elſe it contains an evident contra- 
diction. 

I now proceed, to conſider what you have of- 
tered to invalidate my obſervations on the texts, 
particularly relating to the Son and Holy Spirit. 

Matth. vu. 21. I gave the natural ſenſe of 
theſe words, when I obſerved, that the Father is 
the firſt and original author of our ſalvation, and 
that our Saviour refers every thing to his honour 
and glory; and therefore, he cannot be ſuppoſed 
ot equal dignity with his God and Father. 

In anſwer to this, you labour to ſhew, th:t 
* the will of the Father, and the will of the Son 
are the ſame, and that the complying with that 
will, muſt redound as much to the honour of the 
one as of the other.” Again, you endeavour to 


prove that, “as the will of the Son- is the ſame 
with the will of the Father, the Son muſt be 
equally perfect with the Father, he muſt be equal 
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to him in all reſpects, excepting in that of being 
the Son, becauſe it is always poſſible for an imper- 
fect being to deviate from the will of a perfect one; 
but two perfect beings are a plain contradiction : 
the Son, therefore, muſt be one with the Father, 
one in nature and eſſence, and not e in will 
and power.“ Page 18, 19, 20. 

Anſ. The will of the Father and of the Son 
may, in a very good ſenſe, be ſaid to be the fame, 
becauſe the Son always acted in obedience to his 
Father's will. But when you infer that complying 
with that will, redounds as much to the honour of 
the one as of the other, you are directly anſwered 
by our Saviour's words, referred to under this ar- 
ticle, and indeed, by the whole tenour of our 
Lord's diſcourſes, which plainly and powerfully 
refer all he ſaid, and did, to the ultimate glory of 
the Father who ſet him. Let a few declarations 
of our Lord be produced : John v1. 37, 38, 39, 
40. I came down from Heaven not to do mine own 
Will, but the will of him that ſent me. And this 
is the Father's will which hath ſent me, that of all 
which he hath given me, I ſbeuld loſe nothing, but 
fſheuld raiſe it up again at the laſt day, And this is 
the will of him that ſent me, &c. Again, John 
vii. 16, 17, 18. My doctrine is not mine, but his 
that ſent me. If any man will do his will, he ſhall 
know of the dofirine whether it be of God, or whe- 
ther I ſpeak of myſelf. He that ſpeaketh of himſelf, 
feexetb his own glory; but he that ſeecketh his glory 
that ſent him, the ſame is true, and no unrighteouj- 
nefs is in him. It theſe plain and ſtrong declara- 
tions, to which many others might be added, do 
not neceſſ larily ſignify, that the whole ſcheme of 
the Goſpel diſpenſation came originally from the 


one ſupreme God and Father ofall; and that 
; Chriſt 
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Chriſt was a miniſter ſent from heaven to execute 
the will of God; and that the glory of the Father, 
was the grand ſcope of all his diſcourſes and ac- 
tions: if this, I ſay, be not the ſenſe of ſuch plain 
declarations, I muſt deſpair of underſtanding any 
thing that is written for the uſe of man; in which 
caſe, the Scripture 1s no Scripture, to my under- 
ſtanding. Again, when you argue that the Son 
muſt be-as perfect as the Father, becauſe his will 
is exactly the ſame with the Father's, there being 
always a poſſibility for an imperfect being, to de- 
viate from the will of a perfect being; this argu- 
ment proves too much, namely, that God cannot 
employ any inferior being, to communicate his 
will to his creatures, becauſe it is poſſible they 
may be deceived : the Jews could not have any 
rational conviction that Moſes delivered the will of 
God, though he worked miracles, becauſe he was 
an imperfect Being, and capable of deviating from 
the will of the Almighty. And with reſpect to 
Chriſt himſelf, though he always performed an 
uniform obedience to his God and Father, though 
he did no fin, yet it was ſtill poſſible for him to 
deviate from the will of his Father ; in which caſe, 
he cannot be abſolutely depended upon, though he 
proved his commiſſion from God by working mi- 
racles, and delivered a doctrine worthy of God: 
in a word, we can never be aſſured, that the will 
of Chriſt was the ſame with the will of the Father, 
unleſs we ſuppoſe him equally perfect with the 
Father. Such ſort of arguments are ſufficient- 
ly anſwered, by repeating them. 

Again, when you argue that the Son mult have 
the ſame nature, or eſſence with the Father, be- 
cauſe they have the ſame will; you argue without 


the 


8 
the leaſt grounds from Scripture, which never ſays 
one word about their common nature, or eſſence. 
As Chriſt received a commiſſion from God, to de- 
clare his will to mankind, which he undeniably 
proved by miracles, his reſurrection, and the na- 
ture of the doctrine itſelf; ſurely, we may be juſt- 
ly ſaid to perform the will of God, when we per- 
form the will of Chriſt; in which ſenſe the will of 
Chriſt is the fame with the will of God, they being 
certainly ſo, with regard to the terms and condi- 
tions, on which our ſalvation depends. But how 
does it follow from hence, that they have the ſame 
nature and eſſence? This is the invention of men 
without any warrant from the word of God, which 
has conſtantly repreſented God and Chriſt as two 
diſtinct beings, in numberleſs expreſſions incapable 
of any other ſenſe. 

What occaſions all your confuſion upon this 
ſubject is, that you firſt take it for granted, that 
God and Chriſt are one being, and therefore they 
have the ſame nature, and the ſame individual 
will: preſuming upon the truth of this notion, 
you conſider every declaration of Scripture, ex- 
preſſing, or implying, an agreement or union in 
any reſpect between the Father and Son, as an ar- 
gument in favour of their conſubſtantial nature, of 
which the Scripture is abſolutely ſilent; and what 
you alledge in proof of it, ſuppoſes the point in 
queſtion. 

John x. 30. ſhall be conſidered in its proper 
place. 

Matth. x. 40. It has been juſtly argued from 
this, and other texts of the like nature, that, 23 
the Son was ſent by his God and Father, he muſt 
be a perſon inferior to God, of whom it would be 
little leſs than blaſphemy to affirm, that he 

2 could 
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could act as embaſſador to the will of another 
perſon. 

In anſwer to this, you obſerve that God here 
ſignifies the Father, in which we are agreed; for 
the word never ſigniſies Father, Son, and Hol 
Gheſt. You add, that“ Chriſt, ſpeaking of God 
who ſent him, no where calls him abſolutely, Al- 
mighty God; but my Father, which is in heaven, 
or my God, and, my Father.“ | 

But ſurely, when our Saviour tiles him Lord of 
Heaven and Earth, and my God, it is of the ſame 
import with Almighty God. In the next words 
you cannot help expreſſing the truth, which you 
are labouring to confound; for if the Father be 
filed the God and Father of Chriſt, by way of emi- 
nence, and on account of his being the ſender, which 
you expreſsly grant, it neceſſarily follows, that he 
is the one ſupreme God, as being the God and 
Father of the greateſt Perſon, in the whole inviſi- 
ble world, the Father excepted. 

You contend, “ that two perſons equal in every 
reſpect, may yet have ſuch connexions, and the 
circumſtances of their affairs may ſo require it, as 
that the one ſhould actually ſend the other to tranſ- 
act his buſineſs, the latter indeed conſenting there- 
to, the miſſion by no means rendering him inferior 
to the ſender. Have not princes acted in this man- 
ner? Have not the joint kings of Sparta, and the 
collegue conſuls of Rome done this? And were 
any of theſe by being thus employed, looked upon 
t be inferior to the employer ; though he even de- 
clines, for the time, the diſplay of his own au- 
thority, and ſpeaks in the name of the ſender ?” 
Pages 20, 21. 

Af. It two perſons are equal in all reſpects, 
one cannot ſend the other upon any bufinets, with- 

out 


out mutual conſent. The conſent makes a wide 
difference in the caſe as you have ſtated it; for by 
virtue of this, he acts upon his own authority, as 
well as the other's: and, doubtleſs, there may be 
inſtances produced among men, where perſons, 
otherwiſe of equal dignity, may condeſcend to act 
a miniſterial part, or to perform the ofſice of em- 
baſſadors. But the fallaciouſneſs of this argument 
appears from hence, that you argue from human 
tranſactions, to divine, Which will by no means 
hold in this particular inſtance. If the two caſes 
be exactly parallel, no reaſon can be aſſigned, why 
the Father might not be ſent by the Son and Holy 
Spirit, as well as the Son and Spirit be ſent by the 
Father. But that the ſupreme Father cannot poſli- 
bly be ſent by the Son, or Holy Spirit, is unitorm- 
ly agreed by the moſt judicious defenders of the 
Athanaſian doctrine. [See Pearſon on the Creed, 
p- 36. and biſhop Bull.] It is, indeed, blaſphemy 
to aſſert that the one ſupreme God and Father of 
all, ſhould be ſent by any perſon whatſoever, 
There is therefore an eſſential difference between 
the two caſes, the reaſon of which is this: no man 
is ſo great, but he may condeſcend upon a parti 
cular occaſion, to act a miniſterial part; and there- 
fore, a perſon who is equal to another in dignity, 
or even ſuperior, may be ſent and perform an em- 
baſſy in his name; and with regard to a particular 
bulineſs, may act in ſubſervience to his will, as an 
inferior. But the one ſupreme God is abſolutely 
incapable of any ſuch change, as to become infe- 
rior to any perſon, or being, upon any account 
whatſoever, or be ſubſervient to the will of any 
being: but he is at all times neceſſarily ſupreme 
over all perſons and beings, and all miniſter to 


him as the one ſupreme Lord of the dan 
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It is infinitely abſurd and impoſſible to ſuppoſe, 
that the great Almighty Being ſhould undertake 
the office of embaſſador. The true reaſon why 
the ſupreme Father cannot be ſent, is becauſe 
miſſion implies an inferiority with regard to the 
buſinels on which he 1s ſent, and neceſſarily ſup- 
poſes the perſon ſent, miniſtering to the will of 
another, as his principal; and, conſequently, it 
follows from hence, that Chriit cannot poſſibly 
be equal to the Father, becauſe he was ſent 
by the Father: and therefore, I had the high- 
eſt reaſon drawn from common ſenſe to con- 
clude, that, as certain as our Lord and Maſter 
Jeſus Chrift, was ſent by his God and Father, fo 
certain is it, that he is inferior to the one ſupreme 
Lord of heaven and earth, of whom it would be 
blaſphemous to affirm, that he could act as em- 
baſſador to the will of another perſon. You ac- 
knowledge Chriſt to be inferior to his Father, as a 
en, and allo with regard to H; yet you main- 
tain they are both equal in reſpect of ature, You 
muſt be frequently re- minded, that the Scripture is 
abſolutely ſilent about nature, or eſſence; this was 
invented by men, to reconcile palpable contra- 
dictions. 

John v. 30. From theſe words, and the whole 
deſign of our Lord's diſcourſe, I argued that no- 
ting can be more plainly expreſſed, than the in- 
feriority of Chriſt to Almighty God; it being very 
abſurd to affirm of God, that he has no power of 
limſelt, and that all his ability is derived from 
another perſon, which is abſolutely inconſiſtent 
wich the notion of equality with his God and Fa- 
ther, from whom he profeſſes to have received all 
his powers. You anſwer thus: *©* You take the 
word, God, abſolutely, and then ſhew how ab- 
ſurd it would be for God to declare of himſelf in 


F {uch 


* 
' 
t i 
0 * 
= 
ny 
z 
' 
* 
£E 
1 
i 
* o 
14. 
: 
BY 
' 
15 
"; 
[1 
, 
: * 
7 4 
: 

* 
1 
mM 4 
» 7 
" 

7 
- 
7 " 
1 
1 
if 
. $ 
MM 
44 
} 
} 
ef 
4 
1 
W's 
* 
* , 
£ 
— 
: 
TH 
7 
* 
15 p 
[1 - 
14 
9 
1 
#- 
1 
i* 
<< 
| 
1 
8 | 
11 
o 1 
D ; 
> 
1'zS 
1 
43:8 
1 
17 
15 a 
HEE: 
7 i 
1 
£ 7 
1 
* * 
1 
, Ly * 
— * 
1 
* 1 
RE 
1 
1 
15 
= 
1 
* 1 
4 
A 1 


14 
j i 
. 
4 
1 . 
: 1 l 


n 
—äʒ U. 
BN 
E 
o - — 


* 

L 90 1 
ſuch a manner. Whereas Chriſt here ſpeaks of 
himſelf in the Perſon of the Son ; who therefore 
deriving his elfence from the Perſon of the Father, 
muſt conſequently with that derive all his power, 
Sc. from the ſame perſon; and therefore very pro- 
perly ſays, I can of mine own ſelf do nothing; 
that is, as he before, verſe 19. explains himſelf; 
I who am the truly begotten Son of the Father, 
and having thereby the ſame nature derived to me, 
and conſequently the ſame power and the ſame 
will, can do nothing of myſelf, but what I ſee my 
Father do. Agreeably to that ſhort, but ex- 
preſſive juſtification of himſelf, verſe 17. upon 
the reſentment of the Jews, at his healing the im- 
potent man on the Sabbath Day, My Father work- 
eth hithcrto, (even till now from all eternity) and 
J work; intimating, that as his Father is free 
from the obſervation of Sabbaths, an injunction 
ſuited to the incapacities of his creatures, and 
worketh from all eternity, without the leaſt inter- 
miſſion, works cf benevolence ; ſo the Son work- 


eth in the ſelf-ſame manner, ſuperior, equally with 


the Father, to the ſame injunctions; thereby plain- | 
ly aſſuming to himſelf, powers and privileges equal 
to thoſe of the Father. For certainly, the Jews 
tock it in that ſenſe, nor doth he endeavour to 
ſhew that they were miſtaken; but inſiſting upon 
his being the Son of God; and conſequently, as 
they naturally inferred, equal with God, lays open 
to them, upon that principle, the reaſonableneſs of 
bis aMrtion, and the neceſſary communication of 
all his Father's power to his beloved Son, togethel 
with ſome of the more remarkable inſtances, where- | 
in his actual poſſeſſion of ſuch power ſhould be 
exemplified; which inſtances, as they compre- 


hend Omni potence itſelf; and as his 
verſe 


T8, 
verſe 30. ſhews it to be no leſs than the power of 
the Father, communicated to him; ſo what he 
ſays, verſe 17. ſhews the communication to be 
eternal; and the Son, to whom it is communicat- 
ed, to be of an eternal nature perſonally ſubſiſting, 
and conſequently, of the ſame eternal nature with 
the Father.“ Pages 21—23. 

Anſ. It is the profeſſed deſign of your anſwer to 
prove, that Chriſt is God in as high a ſenſe as the 
Father. Now Chriſt, when he profeſſes to be able 
to do nothing of himſelf, diſclaims all pretenſions 
to an equality with God, or the Father (for I muſt 
remind you, that God abſolutely taken, always 
means the Father), as ſtrongly as words can ex- 
preſs it. A perſon who is ſupreme God, cannot 
make any ſuch declaration, conſiſtently with com- 
mon ſenſe. It is true, Chriſt ſpeaks here in the 
perſon of the Son; for he never ſpeaks otherwiſe 
of himſelf : it is likewiſe true, that Chriſt may 
very properly ſay, I can of mine oxonſe!f do nothing, 
as he derives his eflence from the Father, and con- 
{equently all his power; which conceſſion neceſ- 
larly overthrows the whole ſcheme you are labour- 
ing to ſupport. If the Father be the perſon, from 
whom Chrilt derives his eſſence and all his powers, 
he muſt be acknowledged to be the one ſupreme 
God. It is an expreſs contradiction to affirm, 
that a derived Being can be ſupreme God. But 
when you argue that, becauſe Chriſt ſpeaks of him- 
felt as Son of the Father; therefore he has the 


ſame nature derived to him, and conſequently the 


ſome pater and the ſame will, you draw a conclu- 
ion from this character of our Saviour, without 
any warrant from Scripture, when has determined 
NOthin: about Nature or Eſſ⸗ nce, on which you per- 


petually lay the ſtreſs of 4 whole affair. Be- 
F 2 ſides, 
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ſides, it is abſolutely impoſſible that God mould 
communicate his very nature and attributes to the 
Son, which in other terms is making the Son the 
ſame perſon with the Father, For what is any 
perſon, or being, but his individual nature and 
attributes, by which he is what he is, as diftin- 
guiſhed from other perſons, or beings ! 

It may be worth while to examine, the preciſe 
notion of the Son of God, from the exprels deter- 
mination of Scripture : Son of God is applied to 
ſeveral other perſons beſides our Saviour; but 
doubtleſs, it is aſcribed to him in a more eminent 
manner than any other being. The Angels are 
called the Sons of God, Job xxxviii. 7. and A- 
dam is ſtiled the Son of God, Luke ili. 38. be- 
cauſe he was immediately created by him: good 
Chriſtians are called the Sons of God, becauſe they 
obey him as their heavenly Father, and fo are 
members of his family, Rom. viii. 14. They 
who ſhall attain eternal life, are ſtiled the Sons of 
God, becaule they are in full poſſeſſion of the in- 
heritance they have received from their God and 
Father, Luke xx. 36. They who have received 
any high office by the particular deſignation of 
God, are called Gods, or Sons of God, becaule 
they act by an immediate commiſſion from him, 
John x, 34. In theſe, and poſſibly ſome other 
lenſes, the Scripture gives the grand title of Sons 
of God, to Angels and Men. And the true rea- 
lon of this appellation, is obſervable either from 
the words themſelves, or at lealt is plainly implied. 
Neither is our Saviour ſtiled, Son of God, upon 
the ſame account: he has this title, becauſe he 
was born of the virgin Mary in a miraculous man- 
ner, Luke i. 25. 2. He is ſtiled Son of God up- 
on account of his office, John x. 34. 3. Of his 
reſurrection, 
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reſurrection, Acts xiii. 33. and Rom. i. 4. 4. He 
is ſtiled Son of God, as being appointed heir of 
all things, and as a Son in his own houſe, Heb. iii. 
6. But remarkable it is, that our Saviour is never 
exprefly ſtiled Son of God, when he is deſcribed as 
deriving his exiſtence trom the Father, before he 
came into the world. Particularly, in the f1:{t 
chapter of St. John's Goſpel, wherein we have an 
account of the pre-exiſteat ſtate of Chriſt, and his 
Incarnation, he is ſtiled the only begotten of the Fa- 
ther, with reſpect to his incarnation, ver. 14, 18. 
But as to his pre-exiſtence, he is deſcribed as the 
word exiſting with God in the Beginning, ver. 1, 2. 
Now by a careful examination ot the ſeveral ſenſes, 
in which our Saviour is ſtiled Son of God, there is 
not one which has the leaſt relation to the point 
you have in view, namely, that Chriſt muſt derive 
the fame nature from the Father, becauſe he is 
ſuled his Son. As the true reaſon of the different 
lenſes of Son of God is diſtinctly taken notice of 
in Scripture; it is impoſſible to conceive, that the 
ſacred writers ſhould take no notice of the moſt 
fundamental ſenſe of all; they never tell us, that 
Chriſt is ſtiled Son of God, upon account of his 
having the ſame nature, or eſſence, with the Fa- 
ther, Their filence upon a point deemed impor- 
tant, undeniably demonſtrates, that the Apoſtles 
never entertained any ſuch notion; neither did 
they require any ſuch belief of the firſt Chriſtians 3 
and it lies upon you, as a ſincere Chriſtian, to ſhow 
waat right Chriſtians had, who lived ſeveral hun- 
dred years after their days, to make that neceſſary 
to ſalyation, which Chriſt and his Apoſtles never 
made fo. 

Having thus overthrown what you build upon 
the character of the Son of God, 1 proceed to ex- 
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amine the remaining part of your obſervations up- 
on this text. When the Jews charged our Saviour, 
with calling God his Father, in a peculiar manner, 
and making himſelt equal to God; they could 
not poſſibly mean to charge him with aſſuming to 
himſelf the character of the one ſupreme God, or 
indeed with being a God in any ſenſe (as neither 
they, nor his diſciples had as yet any ſuch notion), 
but that he claimed a power, or authority, like 
that of God, in ſetting aſide the reſt of the Sab- 
bath, in caſes of mercy and charity, which reſt was 
eſtabliſhed upon the expreſs authority of God, 
Let our Saviour's reply to this accuſation of the 
Jews be carefully examined; and it will appear, 
that he diſclaims all power and authority in him- 
ſelf, and refers all his works to the honour of the 
Father who ſent him, from whom he profeſſes to 
have received all his powers; and, conſequently 
upon ſuppoſition that the Jews took his worc is, 28 
aſſuming to himſelf "07 a and privileges equal to 
thoſe of the Father, he has abſolutely denied the 
charge. The whole tenor of our Lord's diſcourſe 
upon this occalion, demonſtrates his interiority to 
his God and Father, Some of the more remark- 
able paſſages, are quoted in the Appeal, to which 
you have given no anſwer : ol you refer to ver. 

30. and 17. The reader will be ſurprized to find 
the former text, di irectly overthrowing the notion 
you contend for; I can of mine own ſelf do nothing; 
as J hear, 1 judge, and my judgment is uſt, be- 

cauſe I ſeek not ine own will, but the will of the 
Father which hath ſent me. Again, as to ver. 17. 

which you refer to, as ſhowing the communication 
of the Father's power to be eternal, ny Father 
worketh hitherto, and I work, the words neither 
affirm nor imply any ſuch doctrine, but interpreted 


vj 


1 

by the occaſion of this diſcourſe and context, may 
be thus explained : though God appointed the reſt 
on the Sabbath Day, in commemoration of his 
having created the heavens and the earth in fix 
days, and ceaſed indeed on the ſeventh day, from 
his works of creation; yet he is now, and always 
has been employed in works of providence and 
goodneſs every day; and ] hkewite, in imitation 
of God, perſorm works of charity, even on the 
Sabbath Day (and the ſame thing may be juſtly 
applied in a lower ſenſe, to any good and charita- 
ble perſon). It is very ſtrange that you ſhould in- 
fer from hence, an eternal communication of 
power from the Father to the Son; and that the 
Son, to whom it is communicated, is of an eter- 
nal nature, perſonally ſubſiſting, and conſequent- 
ly, of the ſame nature with the Father: I have al- 
ready overthrown your inference drawn from the 
character of the Son of God, which is fo far from 


implying any ſuch doctrine, as an eternal nature. 


with the Father, that the direct contrary is mani- 
jeltly intended by the ſacred writers. And as to 
any expreſs mention of an eternal nature derived 
from the Father, you cannot produce one word in 
this whole diſcourſe, that has the leaſt relation to 
ſuch an obſcure notion, and which indeed is abſo- 
lutely impoſſible in the nature of things. Our 
Saviour has profeſſed himſelf inferior to the Fa- 
ther, not leſs than fifteen times in this diſcourſe 
which could not poſſibly have come from him, it 
he had intended to convey the notion of his being 
equal to the Father, as touching his Godnead, 
John x. 18. xi. 49, 31. % 
i argued from theſe declarations of our Saviour, 
that he has profeſſed himſelf inferior to his God 
and Father, becauſe he received commandments 
F 4 from 
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from him, it being unreaſonable to ſuppoſe that 
the ſupreme God ſhould be commanded by another 
perſon. 

You obſerve, „that I take the term, God, ab- 
ſolutely, and then apply what Chriſt ſays of him- 
ſelf, as the Son, to the one only God comprehend- 
ing Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. ” wif At 
you ſo frequently have recourſe to this diſtinction, 
| nee wy remind you, that I have already effec- 
tually demoliſhed this groundiels : notion, on Which 
your er is founded; and challenge you to Pro- 
duce one paſſage in the New Te@gient, where the 
word, God, neceſſarily conveys the idea of three 
Perſons: and im the laſt article I have obſerved, 
that Chriſt alway 5 pcaks of himſelf as interior, 
and never as ſ pre me God. 

With regard to John x, 18. you obſerve, “ that 
his commardiment does not lo properly and natural— 
ly refer to the latter part of our Saviour's declara- 
tion, as the former.” Anſ. Let it be fo, though! 
think the contrary more probable; y ct ſtill Chriſt 
profeſſes to have received this commandment, what. 
ever it was, from the Father; and, conſequently 
common ſenſe aſſures me, that he is inferior to the 
Father. The other texts quoted in the Appeal, 
wherein Chriſt is ſaid to be commanded by the Fa- 
ther, are left unaniwered, and you think it ſuffi- 
cient to conclude, that an equal may be command- 
ed, as well as ſent by an equal, as you have already 
ſhown. On the other ſide, I have NA pointed 
out the difference between human and divine affairs, 
it being abſolutely impoſſible for 3 ſuprenie God, 
to undergo any ſuch change as this ſtate implies. 
St. Paul has determined this point beyond a poſſi- 
bility of evaſion. Rom. Xi. 35. 36. he thus ex- 
preſſcs hiniſelf: 1/ho hath firſt given to him, ua neh, 


God, 


SI 


Wi. 
God, and it Hall be recompenſed unto him again? 
Fri , Lim, end through him, and to him are all 


bi b. Thele words ſtrongiy declare, that the 
nie igh God, cannot poſſibly have any thing 


g um by the moſt exalted perſon whatſoever. 
n cherefore our Lord affirms, as the Father 


ge me „ even lo I do, he diſclaims, 
400 ding to St. Paul's determination, all preten- 
ſions to tie character of ſupreme God, and lolema- 


* 1 8 it to the Father, who, as ſupreme, 
g 8 C 1214 420 MENTS, which Chriſt obeys, as be- 
| that our ſins could not be redeemed, 
Wilt out un 2 100101 te price, not declared in Scripture. 

„lack xiii 32. Matth. xxvii. 36. This decla- 
r:tion of our Saviour is ſo plain, clear, and ſtrong, 
aud one would chink, to impoilible to be perverted 
by the art of man to any other than the natural 
{uſe of the words, that it i one remarkable in- 
ſtance ot learned men employing their ſkill, to 
darken and confound the moſt evident truths. It 
might be ſufficient to refer our common readers, to 
my obſervations in the Appeal, and compare them 
wich your anſwer: but, I am determined to ex- 
amine every particular, that I may give all poſſible 
latisfaction upon this important point. 

We are agreed that this whole diſcourſe, of 
waich this folemn declaration is a part, was oc- 
caſioned by our Saviour's pronouncing the utter 
lellruction of the temple. But then you obſerve, 

that there is no clear foundation for my poſitive 
abertion, that the final deſtruction of the world 
was intended, and that the context ſeems to inti- 
mate, that the particular day and hour, refer to 
that particular deſtruction only, namely, of the 
emple. From whence you infer, that our Saviour 
males no ſuch diſtinction as I do for him, between 
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the time of the deſtruction of the temple, as Own- 
ing he knew that, and the time of the world as 
owning he knew not —_ but if both intended 
blends bis propaccy of both together.“ 

Anſ. It appears by the whole diſcourſe of our 
Saviour, that per of it relates to the deſtruction of 
the city and tem e of Jeru! ſalem, and part of it to 
his ſecond comin 2 to jud ge the world; which con— 
tains an anſwer to the enquiries of the diſciples: Tell 
us, when ſhall theſe things be? On 'd wwhat hall be the 
fign of thy coming, and of the end of the world? It is 
not 1 to go through all the particulars of 
this wonderful e it may be ſufficient to 
t out ſome ſtriking circumſtances. When our 
Lord mentions the abomination of deſolation, fore- 
told by Daniel the Prophet, ſtanding where it ought 
not, (let him that readeth underſt2 nd) then Jet 
them which be in Judea flee to the mountains, 
Matth. xxiv. 25. or Mark-xiii. 14. Theſe things, 
and what we find in the following ve rſe, mult ne- 
ceſſarily be undarſto d of the deſtruction of the 
temple, and city of Jeruſalem. Again, when 
Chriſt foretells. chat all the tribes of the earth ſhall 
mourn, and then they ſhall ſec the Son of Man 
coming in the clouds of heaven, with power and 
great 1 and he ſhall ſend his Angels with a 
great lo nd of a trumpet, and they ſhall gather 
together hb elect from the four winds, from one 
end of heaven to the other, St. Matthew, ver. 30, | 
-5 and St. Mark, ver, 26. We muſt interpret! 
this of his econ coming in glorious majeſty to 
judge the quick and dead. When therefore, 
our Lord "4 WY ver. 20. of St, Mark, this gene- 
ration ſhall not paſs, till all theſz things be fulfilled, 
we muſt naturally judge that all theſe things de- 
note, all the particulars relating to the deſtruction 
Cl 
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of the temple and city of Jeruſalem, with the 
miſcries of the Jewiſh people in conſequence of it. 
But when our Lord declares, ver. 32. immediate- 
ly alter : But of that day and that hour knoweth no 
man, us not the Angels which are in heaven, neither 
the Son, but the Father, or my Father only; we muſt 


neceſſarily interpret theſe words of the end of the 


world: and conſequently the diſtinction I made, 
between the time of the deſtruction of the temple, 
and the end of the world, is founded upon the ex- 
pre's words of our Saviour. He aſſured his diſ- 
ciples, that the former would happen in that very 
generation, but the time of the latter, none knew 
but the Father only. 


You go on to obſerve, © that though our Savi- 


| our fays in St. Mark expreſsly, not the Son, but 


the Father; yet in St. Matthew, which yet you 
take notice of, the Son is omitted, and inſtead of 
tne Father, it is, my Father only. Now, accord- 
ing to a former diſtinction, neither nice, nor ſubtle, 
ine expreſſion, the Father, taken ſimply and alone, 


| denotes God, the Father of us all, different from 


that, the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, or, 
my Father, when Chriſt is the ſpeaker, whereby 
tae particular diſtinct perſon of the Father of 
arift is intended; who we are given to under- 
tand, is in a different manner the Father of our 
ord, from that whereby God Almighty, which 
omprehends the three Perſons, and therefore ap- 
cable to any of them, is the Father of all his 
creagures. According to this diſtinction, our Sa- 
gur in St. Mark, confining this knowledge to 
God the almighty Father of the world, by no 
means excludes himſelf, who muſt be always 1n- 
Uuced in the notion of Almighty God. For 
tough the Son ſeems to be expreſsly mentioned in 
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1 
the excluſion; yet as he had not yet revealed his 
divine nature to the Apoſtles, he therefore ſpeaks 
to them agreeably to their preſent conceptions of 
him, while at the ſame time from- the whole con- 
text, he gives them a clue, whereby they were 
enabled to conclude, as they afterwards did, John 
xvi. 30. xxi. 17. that He knew all things. Chriſt 
therefore in St. Mark, ſpeaks of himſelf, not as 
he really was, but as what his diſciples then ap- 
prehended him to be : while in St. Matthew, though 
the particular mention of himſelf is omitted; yet 
the excluſion extending to all creatures, he leaves 
them for that time, to apply it alſo to himſelf, ac- 
cording to their then conceptions of him: but 
when he afterwards gradually lays open to them 
his divine nature; they juſtly attribute to him all 
kind of knowledge without exception.** Pages 
25—27. | 

Anſ. As to the diſtinction, on which your ſolu- 
tion depends, I have already taken notice of the 
infinite- abſurdity of it. See page 18—22. | 
ſhall only add, that tv make the cxpreſſion, The 
Father, ſignity Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
and my Father, the diſtinct perſon of the Father of 
Chriſt, mult demonſtrate the great diſtreſs you are 
driven to; and mult convince all unprejudiced 
perſons, that a cauſe muſt neceſſarily be falſe at 
bottom, which requires ſuch an interpretation of 
Scripture, as really deſtroys the uſe of language, 
perverts common ſenſe, and has a natural tendency 
to expole the ſacre writings to contempt and gidl- 
cule. By virtue of this groſs and palpably abſurd 
interpretation, you aſſume that the Son is not ex- 
cluded fram the knowledge of the day of judg- 
ment, becauſe he is always included in the notion 
of Almighty God, conſidered as the Father ot 


his 


E TEM 


S his creatures. You muſt be often reminded, that 
S MW you cannot produce one paſſage in the New Teſta- 
font, where the word, God, neceſſarily conveys 
- the idea of three Perſons. But let your abſurd 
© W luppoſicion be admitted, that Chriſt is included in 
: | the term, Father, and conſequently knew the day 


of judgment; yet ſtill the grand difficulty remains, 
how to reconcile this knowledge with our Saviour's 
plain declaration, that the Son did not know it. 
Why, you are obliged to make our Saviour ſhuffle 
and prevaricate, like an artful policician, be ſpeaks 
of Limſel? not as he really was, but as what his diſ- 
cipies then aprrehended him to be. In other terms, 
the Holy Jeſus denied what was true: if he knew 
the day of judgment in any capacity, it cannot be 
true that the Son did not know it. No poſſible 
reaſon can be aſſigned, why our Lord ſhould talk 
to his diſciples in ſuch an evaſive manner, when 


Wh he might very eaſily have ſaid, though I know the 
the exact time of the day of judgment, yet I do nor 
| think it proper to communicate the knowledge of 
The It to you, agrecably to his method upon other oc- 
not, WM cafions: I have yet many things to ſay unto you, 
er of WI bur ye cannot bear them now, John xvi. 12. 
u Are However though, according to your account, 
Jiced our Saviour adapted his diſcourſe to the notions of 
ſe 1 his diſciples, by denying what he really knew, 
20 


yet afterwards, John xvi. g0.—xxi. 17. the A- 
poſtles are led to a right opinion concerning his 
civine nature, and profeſs that he knoweth all 
lings. Let this caſe be impartially conſidered: 
our Lord plainly told his diſciples, that he did not 
know the day of judgment; his diſciples declare 
on the other hand, upon another occaſion, that 
he knoweth all things: from whence you argue 
that our Saviour mult be ſuppoſed to know the day 


of 


„ 

of judgment, otherwiſe theſe declarations cannot 
be conſiſtent. At firſt view the advantage is on 
my ſide, it being more reaſonable to interpret a 
gencral declaration of the diſciples conſiſtently with 
our Saviour's own words, incapable of any other 
ſenſe without confounding the ule of language; 
than to give an abſurd ſenſe to a plain declaration 
of Chriſt, in order to make it cohſiſtent with a 
general expreſſion of the diſciples, interpreted with 
the utmoſt rigour, and which is ealily capable of 
another ſenſe, if the context be compared. As to 
John xvi. 30. It was occaſioned by what our 
Saviour had ſaid, à /ittle while and ye Hall not ſee 
me : and again, a little while and ye ſhall ſee me, be- 
cauſe I go to the Father, ver. 16. The diſciples did 
not underſtand our Saviour's meaning, and fo talk- 
ed privately among themſelves about it, in ſuch a 
way that he ſhould not hear them, ver, 17, 18. 
Our Saviour therefore, who was acquainted with 
their thoughts, prevented any farther enquiries, 
by informing them plainly what they thought, 
ver. 19. In the verſes immediately following, he 
clearly explains his meaning. Upon which his 
diſciples ſaid unto him, Lo, now ſpeakeſt thou plain- 
ly, now are we ſure that thou knoweſt all things, 
and ncedeſt not that any man ſhould aſe thee : by this 
we believe that thou cameſt forth from God, ver. 20, 
30. The all things therefore referred to in this 
declaration of the diſciples, were only the ſecret 
thoughts of their hearts; they could not poſſibly 
intend any more, and the words immediately fol- 
lowing, neceſſarily confirm this ſenſe. Chriſt, ac- 
cording, to their judgment, knew all things, be- 
cauſe he knew their private deſire to aſk him, and 
gave them readily a pertinent anſwer to their pro- 
poſed enquiry. Thete is there'ore no reaſon be. 

eve, 


1 


t lieve, that the diſciples aſcribed univerſal knowledge 
a oo Chriſt by this confeſſion, but only an extenſive 
| knowledge of ſuch things as were beyond the reach 
of ordinary men. It is not uncommon for the ſa- 
cred writers to uſe this expreſſion, namely, knoww- 
ins all things, in a Iimitted ſenſe. Thus, not to 
repeat examples of this produced in the Appeal, 
p. 45. 2d edit. 2 Sam. xiv. 20. The wiſe woman 
{aid to David, my Lord is wile according to the 
wiſdom of an Angel of God, to know all things 
that are in the earth. 2 Tim. ii. 5. St. Paul de- 
clares to Timothy, the Lord give thee underſtand- 
ing in all things, 1 John ii. 27. St. John ſays to 
the diſciples, the ſame anointing teacheth you of 
| al! things, Every perſon of common ſenſe, when 
he reads theſe general declarations, naturally judges 
that they were deſigned to expreſs only an extenſive 
knowledge. It is obſervable, that the diſciples had 
no ſooner declared: Now are we ſure that thou 
knoweſt all things, and needeſt not that any man ſhould 
o/z thee ; but they immediately add, by this we be- 
lieve that thou cameſt forth from God; which is an 
expreſſion implying that he was a true Prophet, as 
contradiſtinguiſhed from falſe Prophets, who are 


lait- 


inge, bot ſent by God, but come of themſelves. I 
\ this MI gsher this from the words of Chriſt himſelf, 
„ 206, John viii. 42. J proceeded forth (the ſame word 
\ this MW vbich is here rendered, came forth), and came 
ſecret N V Gd; neither came 1 of myſelf, but he ſent me, 
bly When therefore, his diſciples concluded that he 
y fol. proceeded forth from God, that is, was a true 


ſt, ac krophet, becauſe he knew all things, it is very 
5, be- plain that they inferred nothing more from his ex- 
1, and I traordinary knowledge, than that he was a man 
ir pro- "Mo had received an extraordinary aſſiſtance of 
to be: od's Holy Spirit, which was the caſe of Prophets. 

lieve, 2 A5 
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As to St. Peter's declaration, John xxi. 17. Lord, 
thou knowe# all things, thou know it that I love 
thee, the occaſion of it requires a limitted inter. 
pretation, which means no more than that Chriſt 
was acquaint: d with the thoughts of his heart, and 
ſo he might be well aſſured of his ſincere love and 
affection towards him. It is remarkable, that you 
have quoted a paſſage upon this very occaſion, 
wherein you contend that hinge muſt not be in- 
terpreted in an univerſal ſenſe, John xv. 15. All 
th ngs which I have heard from my Fatber, I have 
made known to you. I agree with you that our 
Saviour did not mean by this expreſſion, all things 
without exception, but only thoſe things which he 
heard from his Father, relative to the purpoſes of 
his miſſion. Doubtleſs, Chriſt knew many things 
which he did not think proper to communicate to 
his diſciples. But how Goes this conceſſion, re- 
move the grand difficulty: of our Saviour's folemn- 
ly profeſung his ignorance of the day of judgment, 
about which he had been particularly aſked ? Com- 
mon ſenſe muſt convince every unprejudiced pet. 
ſon, that if our Saviour had reaily known it, and 
had not thought it proper to communicate the 
knowledge of it to his diſciples, he moſt certainly 
would have plainly faid f. 
Again, you obſerve that © ii this interpreta- 
tion, namely, that Chriſt knew the day of judg. 
ment, doth not take lace, the whole context of 
each Evangeliſt neceſſarily involves a moſt palps- 
ble contradiction. For the day and hour men- 
tioned by both, plainly means the coming of tht} 
Son of Man: but the Son of Man is repreſented} 
as a man travelling into a far country; the uncer'] 
tainty of whoſe return repreſents the uncertainty 01 
Chriſt's coming: but it will-not be ſaid, that be 
caule 


1 

becauſe the ſervants did not know the Maſter, or 
Lord of the Houſe, knew not alſo the time of 
his intended return; and, therefore, in the paral- 
el caſe, Chriſt cannot be ſaid to be ignorant of the 
time of his own coming, It then none but God, 
the Father of Chriſt, knows this, here Chriſt is 
ſuid to know, and not to know the ſame thing at 
the ſame time.* Page 28. 

Anſ It our Lord in one part of his diſcourſe, 
abſolutely denied his knowledge of the day of 


judgment, and directly affirmed it in another. ir 
qudg 5 


would be an expreſs contradiction, not conſiſtent 
with the character of our bleſſed Lord. But the 
caſe is far otherwiſe; in the verſes immediately 
following this remarkable declaration, our Saviour 
exhorts his diſciples to watch and prav, as not 
kno -ing the time of judgment, which he enforces 
by a parable of a man taking a far journ-y, who 
gave authority to his ſervants, and to every man 
his work, and commanded the porter to watch, 
Wich regard to the interpretation of parables, all 
judicious perſons mult allow, that the general ſcope 
and deſign of them is chiefly to be conſidered ; 
neither muſt we interpret every circumſtance of 
them in too ſtrict and literal a ſenſe. Now the 
evident deſign of our Lord is to exhort his difci- 
ples to the duty of watchfulneſs, from the conſi- 
deration of the uncertainty of the time of Chriſt's 
coming to judgment. In the parable there is not 
one word ſaid about the Maſter of the Houſe, 
knowing the time of his return, or not, our Lord's 


view being to repreſent the duty of the ſervants, 


from the uncertainty of their maſter's return. 


But let the words be taken in the ſtricteſt ſenſe, - 


which is more than we are obliged to grant ; as 
our Lord had juſt mentioned his ignorance of the 
| G exact 
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[32 + 
exact time of his own coming, ſo a man taking a 
far journey, cannot be juſtly | Cid to £1299 the pre- 
ciſe day and hour o his return. There is there- 
fore no ort of contradiction in aſtirming, agree. 
abiy to our Lord's ſolemn Declaration, that God 
the Father was the only perſon who knew the day 
of jud Zment, an t! hat our Saviour himſc! F, wWhilſt 
he was upon earth, was ignorant of it; there be— 
ing nothing faid in this diſcourſe, or any Other 
part of the New Leſtament inconlitent with it; 
and, conſequently, Chriſt cannot be God in as 
high a ſen ſe as the Father, he cannot be equal to 
him in all Hen ia! perfections, becauſe he was igno- 
rant Ol i Wer w which the Father knew. This 
is the concluſion » hich every unprejudiced prion 
of common ſenſe mult neceſſarily draw, when the 
evidence is fairly laid before him. 
Matth. xxvi. 39, 42, 44; the whole 17th chap- 
i Gol el Luke xx. 4 424 443 


Matth. xxvii. 46; Luke xxin. 34, 46; Luke vi 
» 2 } 7 8 * 
12. —ik, 18, 28, 29.— xi. I, 2; John xiv. 163 
1 
Heb. v. 7 
1 A 21 {tx A PAN HH 12 Js 5 N. 2 f 
rneſtly recomn nded to the conſideration 


of my chriſtian readers theſe paſſig ges of the New 
Teftament, wherein our Saviour is repreſented as 
offering up prayers to ER God-and Father, and 

not only ſo, but likewiſe as praying with ſtrong 
erying and tears; which neceſſarily ſignifies a deep 
ſenſe of his own inſufficiency, and the 35 ne- 
ceſſity he was ene wh to offer up prayers to his 
God and Father. he argument ariſing from 
hence is clear and ſtrong : Chriſt, cannot poſſi- 
bly be Loa in as high a ſenſe as the Father, be- 
cauſe he has ſolemnly profeſſed a deep ſenſe of his 


own dependence upon the Father, and want of 
ability 


5 


83 } 


ity to perform what he thus prays for, with fo 


* mu 4 carneſtneſs and ſubmiſſion, 
* In an{wer " this you obſerve, * that the earneſt 


prayers which Chriſt offers up to his Father, are 
not o much the effect of his own real inſufficiency 
: and inferiority to the Father, as of his voluntary 
5 
glory, during his purpoſed humiliation, For 
| jurcly, he cannot be {up voted upon any account to 
it; pray to his Father; but bec: wie he for that time 
declined the EXE rtion O1 his Oer, V hl ch he EN» 
oyed in common with his Father, which he had 
0- WH vith him before the world was, in order to carry 
: on the great work, for which he was ſent. The 


ils, In the days of his fleſh, plainly inti- 
d to be the tears and ag z0ny of his humanity, 
ach being at that time entirely left to its feelings 
by the divinity, muſt naturally in ſuch circum— 
ſrnces, utter expreſſions ſignificant of its own in- 
ciency; 4nd yet that inſufficiency be ſo far at- 
wred to whole Chriſt; inaſmuch, as the divinity 
poſely as it were, inactive; 
| at all employ „ g larding the human nature 
1 any unworthy relentment of the ſulferings it 
lt, and at the ſame time it heightened and en- 
arced the: ſenſe of its ſufferings.“ Pages 28, 29. 
Anſ. Here you take it for granted, that Chriſt 
jovel diving power and glory in common with 
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temporary diveſtment of his divine power and 


tears and agonies therefore, which the author of 
he piltle to the Hebrews defcrides, are by the 
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her, that is, was God in as high a ſenſe as 


he enjo yed | }WCETr in CONNTION WIEN the 


( 84 ] 
Father. You fay, that Chriſt for that time de- 
clined the exertion of his power, and that the 
divinity was at that time purpoſely inactive. But 
ſurely, it ſeems very unaccountable and incon- 
ſiſtent with common ſenſe, that a perſon ſhould be 
able to help himſelf, and at the fame time ſhould 
apply to another perſon in ſuch an earneſt: and ſub- 
miſſive manner, as if he had really no ſuch power, 
What reaſon can be aſſigned, why our Saviour 
ſhould decline the exertion of a power, which, ac- 
cording to your notion, he was equally capable of 
with the Father ? Why ſhould his humanity be left 
unſupported by his divivity, to which you ſuppoſe 
it joined, and make ſuch earneſt ſupplications to 
the Father, as if Chriſt had no ſuch ſupreme di- 
vinity as has been aſcribed to him? It is infinitely 
more reaſonable to believe, that our Saviour would 
never have prayed to his God and Father, in terms 
ſtrongly pointing out his own dependence and in- 
ſufficiency, if he had been equally powerful with 
the Father. This indeed appears ſo very ſtriking 
even to yourſelf, that you cannot help expreſſing 
the notion you are labouring to confound: you 
ſay, that the earneſt prayers which Chriſt offers up 
to his father, are not ſo much the effect of his own 
real inſufficiency and inferiority to the Father, as 
of his own voluntary diveſtment of his divine 
power and glory; which implies that they were in 
ſome meaſure occaſioned by his own real infufi- 
ciency and inferiority to the Father. Again, you 
ſay that the humanity of Chriſt being Teft to its 
feelings by the divinity, muſt naturally in ſuch cit- 
cumſtances, utter expreſſions ſignificant of its own 
inſufficiency, and yet that in ſufficiency be ſo far at- 
tributed to whole Chriſt, in as much as the divinity 
was at that time unaCtive. Now our Saviour's 1n- 
ſufficiency 


| L 85 ] 
ſufficiency and abſolute dependence upon his God 
and Father, are as ſtrongly expreſſed as it is poſſi- 
e for words to do it: but the misfortune of your 
ſcheme is, that there is not one word ſaid about 
any part of Chriſt being exempted from this de- 
peadent ſtate, not the leaſt hint of the divinity be- 
ing unactive; the whole perſon of Chriſt is plain- 
ly repreſented as offering up ſupplications and 
prayers, with ſtrong crying and tears unto his God 
and Father; and therefore common ſenſe clearly 
determines, that the whole perſon of Chriſt is in- 
ferior to the one ſupreme God and Father of all. 
Bur you procced to make another uſe of this 
prayer of our Saviour, referred to by St. Paul in 
his Epiſtle to the Hebrews, namely, to obviate 
my objection againſt the perfect knowledge of 
Chriſt, “ For Chriſt- was perfectly acquainted 
with the certainty of his death, and yet prayed 
againſt it. If he then conſiſtent with his own cer- 
tain knowledge, prayed againſt the completion of 
a1 unavoidable event, as a thing to be avoided ; 
why might he not, conſiſtent with his infinite 


quirers, deny,as man, while they took him to be 
no more, what he certainly knew, and afterwards 
convinced them of, as God?“ Page 30. 

Anſ. That our Saviour was fully aſſured he 
inou}d die, I fairly allow; and that he prayed a- 
gainſt his death when he ſaw it approaching, is no 
leſs certain; but you ſhould have added, with per- 
fect reſignation to his Father's will: Nevertheleſs 
nt my will, but thine be done. The expreſſions of 
the Evangeliſts relating to our Saviour's agony and 
paſſion before, and at his death, point out a more 
diſtreſsful ſtate than ever was experienced by com- 
mon mortals; and many conjectures have been 


G 3 formed 


86 1 
formed to account for this diſmal ſcene. It is pro- 
bably ſuppoſed, that as Chril was in all things 
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ticularly aſl:ed; beſides, the enquirers as being his 
immediate dependents, might have been eaſily put 
off by ſhowing the impropriety of their being in- 
med; without profeſſing an abſolute ignorance. 

Ihn xiv, 28. To which may be added, John 
1 29. In order to qualify theſe plain and ſtrong 
Jeclarations of our bleſſed Saviour, you have re- 
courſe to the old diſtinction, t at Chriſt is inferior 
tothe Father, as he is the Father, but equal to him 

is God, he being one God equally with him. 

Jothing can ſhew the falſhood of the Athanaſian 
doctrine in a ſtronger light, than the defence you 

. ged to make. That Chriſt ſhould be one 
Go equally with the Father, that is, ſhould be 

* {upreme, and at the ſame time ſhould be 
nl 1110 to the Father, is as expreſs a contradic- 
ton as can be ſet forth in words. The declara- 
tions of our Saviour are incapable of any other 
{enſe, than that the Father is greater than Chriſt, 
and all other perſons, in every reſpect and capa- 
cir: muſt neceſſarily Fgnify our Saviour's whole 
prion z whatever natures you ſuppoſe united in 
Chriſt, TJ includes them all. But on the other 
de, the diſtinction by which you endeavour to 
evade theſe unanſwerable declarations, is not found 
in Scripture, but is a pure invention of the learned, 
to lolve plain expreſſions of Scripture, expreſsly 
contrary to ny determination, 

And thus, I think, I have plainly proved that, 
not wit race all your labourcd defence, our 
Lord's own declarations do effectually demoliſh the 
Athenaſian doctrine. I would juſt remind you, 
at I quoted ſeveral other texts, page 22. 2d. edit. 
strongly en cpreſſing the ſame doctrine, namely, 
Chriſt's inferiority to his God and Father, to which 
| ind no particular anſwer. However you con- 

G 4 clude, 
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clude, that © the declarations of our Lord, when 
duly compared and conſidered, do fully authorize 
the doctrine of our Church; which with proper 
care and attention is as obvious to the poor, the 
mean, and unlcarned, in the tranſlation before 
them, as to the wiſe and learned.” 1 fully agree 
with you, that you have gained your cauſe, pro- 
vided the Athanaſian Creed, be eſteemed as the 
grand rule of religious faith; provided that dif- 
tinctions be admitted, to which Chriſt and his A- 
poſties were abſolute ftrangers ; ; and provided that 
words and expreſſions, be allowed to ſignify ſome- 
thing directly contrary to their natural ſenſe. But 
let Scripture, our only rule of Chriſtian faith and 
practice, be interpreted by common ſenſe, and the 
Coctrine you contend for 1s gone for ever. Be 
pleaſed to rake no! uh that you have blamed me 
for appealing to the common ſenſe of unlearned 
Chriſtians, and yet your words waich I have uſt 
Cited, neceſſarily imply, that they are competent 
judges. Sure I am, that all Chriſtian people 
would readily give up the Athanaſian Creed and 
worſhip, if thev had an opportunity of ſeeing the 
evidence fairly and honeſtly laid before them. 

he declarations of the Apoſtlcs are next to be 
conſidered. 

Acts 11. 32. From this text J argued, that Chriſt 

muſt be a perſon interior to God, who raiſed him 
5 n the dead. 

You anſwer thus: © Here again you take the 
term, God, abſolutely ; whereas it evidently means 
the perſon of God the Father: for David in his 
prophetic Geclafations concerning the Meſſiah, 
Cited here by this \pollle, expreſsly ſays, The 
Lord ſaid to my Lord, &c. thereby making the 


Son 5 much his Lord as the F 1 as our Savi- 
our's 
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our's putting the caſe to the Phariſees, Matth. xxii. 
42, 43. plainly ſhews; and by giving them both 
equally the character of Lord, as he elſcwhere 
doch that of God, he ſhews them both to be equal- 
ly Lord and God, For though the expreſſion, 
thy Cod, Plalm x1v. 8. makes the Father to be the 
God of Chriſt; yet it doth not this, bec:uſe he is 
under ood as G d excluſively; but as being the 
Father of God the Son, conſidered here as man; 
as the following expreſſion, above thy fellows, 
clearly intimates. For otherwiſe, the Prophets 
alling the Father God, and the Son God alſo, 
would be eſtabliſhing not ſo much two perſons, as 
two diſtinct G: ds, contrary to the expreſs doctrine 
both of reaſon and Scripture. The Father of 
Chriſt therctore, being the perſon here intended by 
the appellation of God; it by no means precludes 
the Operating power of the Son, in raiſing up the 
man Jeſus, or re-uniting his human foul to his hu- 
man body, agreeable to the commandment which 
he ha.i received trom his Father, as we have be- 
fore properly explained it,” Pages 31, 32. 

An. You perpetually take it for gaanted, that 
the term, God, taken abſolutcly, ſignifies Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, which I have effectually 
overthrown. Ihe truth is, when the term, God, 
is uſed in Scripture abſolutely, and by way of 
eminence, the perſon cf the Father is always meant, 
of which the text now conſidered, and ſeveral hun- 
cred others of the like fort, are a manifeſt proof. 
When, therefore, you contend that the term, 
God, in this text, means the perſon of the Father: 
agree with you, it undoubtedly does ſo, it can- 
not poſſibly have any other hgaifcation. But 
with reſpect to what you immediately add, you 
draw a concluſion, in expreſs contradiction to the 

plain 
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plain ſenſe of the words you have quoted. 777 
Lord, namely, JE! 1 ſaid to my Lord, Apoy, 
namely, CHRIST, „t thou on my right hand, until] 
make thy focs chy foot, Jool Here the Father has the 
title of Jenovan, in contradiſtinction to Chrith, 

who is ſtiled Adon, or an inferior Lord, and by 
his expreſs authority grants him the extraordinary 
favour of 5 at his right hand, till he, name- 
ly, God the Father had ſubdued all his enemies; 

and yet you maintain in oppoſition to the light of 
common ſenſe, chat Chriſt is egually Lord with the 
3 e Felpoualh, from V hom he is expreſsly ſaid to 
derive all his power and authority, and from whom 
he is diſtinguiſhed in the original Hebrew by an 
inferior title. Add to this, that in the ver preced- 
ing the citation of the d. roſtle, Chriſt is repre: lent 
ed a; being by the right ha d of God exalccd, and 
having r.ccived of the Father the pron Vile of the 
Holy Ghoft t, ver. 3. as to the title of God, that 
3 be conſidered in another place. 

With regard to your lait obſervation, whatever 
power Chriſt may be ſuppoled to have, in the act 
of the reſurrection, it is expreſly attribute d to th 
Father, from whom he received ail his power; and 
you yourlel: cannot help acknowledging his ina. 
ority, a at the very time you are labou rin to eſtab- 
lich an eguality: for ſurely, Chriſt by : recti: 9 0 
conmmendmeit from the Father, muſt be interior to 


the batner. Your way of talking of the Son in 
raiſing THY the man Jet US, re- aniting 11S human 
out to his human body, is grof; contuſion, as It 
neceliarily makes Chriſt two perſons; WI ich ab- 
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7eſus both Lord and Chi, and conſequently Jeſus 
is a perſon inferior to God, or the Father, who 
made him what he was. 

The ſubſtance ot your firlt obſervation is to this 

efe&t: © The divinity of Chriſt and his union with 
the Father, are pointed out in this diſcourſe of St. 
Peter, becauſe it was foretold by the Prophet Joel, 
that God would pour out his Spirit upon all fleſh, 
ad it appears, that Chriſt was the perlon who ſhed 
forth this wonderful gift: as therefore, Chriſt per- 
rms what God promiſed he would do, the di— 
vinity of Chriſt and his umon with the Father, 
way be juſtly inferred.” Pages 32, 33. 

Anſ. Nothing can be more fallacious than this 
way of arguing z God may be properiy ſaid to do 
what he performs by an inferior inſtrument. his 
33 exactly agrec able to Scripture in numb rleſs in- 
liances 3 and particularly in this very diſcourſe; 
God is repreſented by the Prophet Joel, as ſhew- 
ing hgns in the earth beneath: now this prophecy 
was fulſilled by our Saviour's performing miracles 
and wonders, according to the determination of 
Sd. Peter, which he has expreſſed with the grrateſt 
2ccuracy, ver. 22, Ye men of IIrael, hear thieſe 
words; Jeſus of Nazareth, à man appr ved of God 
among vo, by miracles, and wonder, and fins, 
bib God did by bim. Here Chriſt is expreisiy 
declared to be an ir ferior in rument whom God 
employed in working miracles; an God is 1.id to 
do what he performs by, or through Chriſt. In 
Ike manner, God foretells by te Prophet Joel, 
that he ill pour out of his Spirit, which was ful- 
filled by Cheiſt being exalted by tae right hand of 
God, and having received of the Father the pro- 
mile of tne Holy Ghoit, and ſnedding forth this 
Vonderful gilt, ver. 33. Here Chriit is plainly, 

and 
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and ſtrongly declared to be an inferior perſon, 
whom God employed in diſpenſing the gifts of the 
Holy Ghoſt. As Chriſt was exalted by God, and 
received from God, or the Father, this wonderful 
power, God may be ſaid with the utmoſt propriety 
by the Prophet Joel, to pour out of his Spirit, be. 
cauſe he made Chriſt the immediate diſpenſer of 
It, 

Your next obſervation is this: From all which, 
namely, St. Peter's whole diſcourſe, the Apoftl: 
would have his hearers with himſelf conclude, that 
this ſame Jeſus whom they crucified, God hath 
mad: both Lord and Chriſt; that is, mad? it mani. 
feſtly appear, by the completion of theſe propheſies, 
at this time, and in this perſon, that this {ame 
Jeſus is both the Lord and Chriſt deligned, aud 
pointed out by David ** Page 33. 

Anſ. Your new explication of the word grads 
plainly ſhews the terrible diſtreſs you labour under, 
to lay ſomething to an argument that cannot be 
evaded by the art of man. The whole purpoſe of WM; 
St. Peter's diſcourſe was to prove, that Jeſus wes WiMW., 
made Lord and Chriſt, by God, or. the Father, 
You do not pretend to give a direct anſwer to the 
obſervations, I deduced in the Appeal, p. 25. 2d 
eit. from this remarkable text, by which you 
confeſs them juſtly drawn, if the term made be 
taken in its uſual ſenſe ; and therefore, your on 
refuge is, to alter the ſignification of the term: you 
cannot produce one paſſage in the New Teſtament, 
where the word (7%), ſigniſies to make il mani. 
feſtly appear: if this had been the Apoſtle's mean -· hne 
ing, he would have ſaid (:pzvepwre), manitelted. pe. 
You do not offer the leaſt tittle of evidence, to hat 
prove the ſenſe you have fixed upon the word ag 
1 he word in the New Teſtament fi znifies to do, Poe 

or 
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. or perform, to produce, make, or appoint, but it 
e never denotes le make it manifeſtly appear. It is ob- 
d {-ryable, that Chrilt is deſcribed as inferior to he 
al Father, no leſs than ten times in this very diſcourſe : 
ty namely, Jeſus, a man approved (in Greek, ſet forth) 
e of God — ſigns which God by him, namely, 
Oi Chriſt —— Him being delivered by the —— Fore- 

knowledge of God — ye have takin — and ſlain — 
ch, whom God hath raiſed up — God — would raiſe up 
de WR Chit — This Jeſus hath God raiſed up. Be- 
oat ing by the right hand of God exaled, and having 
At received of the Father the promiſe of the Holy 
ni. Ghoſt, —— The Lord (Jehovah), ſaid to my 
lies, Led (Adon) /t thou on my right hand, until J 
ame Will wake thy toes thy footſtool. God hath made 
aud chat ſame Jeſus Lord and Chriſt, 

5 You are obliged to grant, that God in all theſe 
ade, paſſages means the perſon of the Father, as diſ- 
der, tinguiſhed from Chriſt and the Holy Spirit. But 
c be you obſerve, that I from thence as unjuſtly infer 
dle OI 


that © the appellation God, never [ignites Father, Son, 
S 005 Wand Holy Ghoſt, but the Father only. For cer- 
her, Nuinly the addreſs, O God, &c. Pſal. xlv. 7. and 


o the Wil: it is applied by the author of the Epiſtle to the 
5. 20 ilcbrews, i to the Son, and not to the Father; as 
elo, chat of St. Thomas: and therefore, that term 
:de be doth not always ſignity the Father.“ : 
ron , You have miſ. epreſented my ſenſe with re- 
: voa pect ro my words, Father only, it being evident 
amen ghet | was tpeaking of this very diſcourſe, wherein 
1011-Wie term, God, in every paſſage where it occurs, 
mea Windoubtedly means the Father, according to your 
itelted. Nun conceſſion. But I had no intention to deny, 
nce, ober Chriſt is ſtiled God, or a God, in ſome few 
d * allages of the New Teſtament. As to the term, 
to de 


od, ſignifying Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 1 


of challenge 
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challenge you to produce one text, that neceſſaril 
conveys any ſuch notion. It you had known ad 
one text, where the word God, denotes three Per- 
ſons, it was your immediate buſineſs to produce it, 


as you c arge me with injuſtice for aſſerting the 


Contrary. 

Your next ob{crvation is, that * it is more than 
probable, that the term, God, doth not in this 
chapter, always ſignily the Father. For St. Peter, 
exhorts the Jews to be baptized in the name of 
Teſus Chriſt. But the original inſtitution, was in 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of 
the Holy Ghoſt. And therefore, Baptiſm, in the | 
name of cne only, if otherwiſe in every reſp: Bl 
diſtinct from the reſt, infu licient: the meaning 
therciore of the Apoſtle mult be, that as the three 
2erſons are comprehended in the one God, and 
the name of God applied to any one of them, doth 
alſo extend to the other two; Baptiſm, in the 
name of any one of them, unplying allo in the 


name of the one God, doth conlequently imply in . 
; : 5 N 
the name of the three Perſons.” Page 34. F 


Anſ. This way.of igterpreting Scripture, fcarce 
deſerves a ſerious anfwer : that the name of Chriſt 
ſhould imply tlie one God, and that the one God 
ſhould imply Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 184 
groſs perverſion of Scripture lan zuage and ſent- .? 


N a | 3 mt 

ment; the ONE (ud being CONILA t repreſented, q 
as diſtinguiſhed from Chriſt and the Holy Splint, 1 
1 Ith 


and txpreſsly determined to be the Father: tne 
. = Ig * a : . . 
title of one Gol is never applied to Chr ſt, or the.“ 
Holy Spirit. The ſtate of .che caſe is this: out 
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our God, of Chriſt. If they had entertained any 


well as Jews; but at the fame time it is as certain, 


this, that God and Chriſt have each the title 0 
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ferior. And then with regard to the Jews, to 


whom the diſcourſe was directed, it is impoſſible 
to i nagine, that they ſhould underſtand the Lord 


ſuch notion, inſt-ad of giving St. Pecer a patient 
hearing, and being converted to the faith of 
Chriſt, they would infallibly have cried out with 
loud voices, a Blaſphemer, and probably would 
have proceeded to the utmoſt violence. 

But to give a direct anſwer to your reafons. As 
to the firſt, certain it is, that God originally in- 
tended the favour of the Goſpel for Gentiles a 


that St. Peter, notwithſtanding the deſcent of the 
Holy Gholt, underſtood 1t not, as undeniably ap- 
pears from Acts x. The Apoſtle's own words, 
ſeem to confine the promiſe to the Jews only; 
neither is this ſenſe contradicted by the expreſſion, 
to all that are ofar off, it being well known, that 
the Jews were di perſed through many di bart 
countries. It is carefully to be obſcrved, by the 
whole tenor of the Apoſtle's diſcourſes and writ-W ; 
ings, that the ſame perſon is conſtantly repreſented o. 
as the God of Iſrael, and the God of the nev 
Covenant. 

With reſpe& to the ſecond reaſon, it is trut, 
that this God is deſigned by the name of the Lord, 
and hkewiſe it is true, that the Apoſtle had ul 
given the title of Lord to the Meſſiah, The ver 
words of St. Peter, to which you rcter, direct 
overthrow your notion. God bath made that Jeſs 
whim ye have crucified, Lord and Chriſt. Add tt 


Lord in this diſcourile. The Lord (Jehovah), /a 
to my Lord (Adon), namely, Chriſt. Undoub 
edly, we muſt acknowledge Chriſt to be 4 
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but inferior to the one ſupreme Lord, who made 
him what he was; and whether we regard the pro- 


feſſed principles of the ſpeaker, or the hearers, it 


y is infinitely abſurd to imagine, that St, Peter ſhould 
It deſcribe Chriſt by the title of, Lord our God, im- 
of mediately after ſuch a plain and ſolemn determi- 
th nation, 

If As to the laſt reaſon, it is not at all probable 


that St. Peter, in a diſcourſe delivered to Jews, 
ſhould ſtile God, Lord our God, as being in a pe- 
culiar ſenſe, the God of the Apoſtles and Diſciples, 
in diſtinction from the Jews, it being more adapt- 
ed to his purpoſe to give them to underſtand, for 
whoſe converſion he was ſollicitous, that the ſame 
perſon is the God of Jews as well as Chriſtians; 
and therefore he might be juſtly called, in a diſ- 


nly ; WH courſe delivered to Jews, by a Jewiſh Chriſtian, 
non, Wi the Lord our God. This ſenſe is undeniably eſtab- 
that E liſhed, by another diſcourſe of the ſame Apoſtle 
ant delivered to the Jews, Acts iii. 13. The God of A. 
the trobam, and of Iſaac, and of Jacob, the God of our 


ii. Fathers, bath glorified his Son Feſus. Here the God 
ente08 of the Jews, is expreſsly determined to be the 
deu God of Chriſtians, and at the ſame time he is 


plainly diſtinguiſhed from his Son Jeſus. The 


true Lord our God, and the God of our Fathers, are ex- 
Lord, preſſions exactly parallel, and demonſtratively point 
ad ju out the ſame perſon, the one ſupreme God and 
ne dei Father of all, the original author of the Jewiſh 
rech and Chriſtian diſpenſations, as diſtinguiſhed from 
4 109 Jcfus. It may be proper to add, the ſolemn prayer 


addreſſed to God by the aſſembly of Chriſtians, 


title Ads iv. 24, 29, 30. Lord, thou art God, who haſt 
1), fade heaven and earth Grant unto thy ſervants — 
nd0UTBWhat wonders and ſigns may be done by the name of thy 


Child Jeſus. Here the Lord God is expreſsly 
14 diſtinguiſhed 
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diſtinguiſhed from Chriſt. As for that text you 
quote from St. Matthew, they Hall call his name 
Emanuel, that is, God with us; if meant of the 
Son, which is not abſolutely certain, it only proves 
that he ſhall have the title of God, and ſhall dwell 


with us; and remarkable it is, that this title js 


given to Chriſt in ſuch a way, as plainly ſhews it 
to be in the inferior ſenſe, which ſhall be more 


particularly proved in its proper place. 


Again, you obſerve that Chriſt ſeems to be call. 
ed Lord our God, by St. Peter, not only 1n con- 
formity to the 45th Pſalm, but likewiſe to Ifaizh 
xxv. 9. Xl. 3, 9, liv. 5. in the laſt of which 
the Evangelical Prophet doth not only inſiſt upon 
the ſame alicgorical repreſentation ; but allo ipe- 
cities the Huſband to be the Maker of his Spoule, 
the Church; her Redeemer, the Holy One of 
Iſrael, the God of all the earth; and exprelsly ce- 
clares, that the Lord of Hoſts is his name. Noy 
if we ald to this, that the marriage of the Lamb, 
the Bridegroom of the new Jeruſalem, in the Re. 
velations, is a plain alluſion hereto; it not only 
confirms what we have here obſerved ; but make 
it highly probable that this expreſſion of the 4. 
poſtle, the Lord our God, means in this place 
another perſon, beſides the Father, in a way boh 
caly and obvious to be underſtood : efpe-1ally, f 
we further conſider, that thele prophecies can be 
ſaid in no fort to be compleated, if we do not in- 
terpret this, and other ſuch like paſſages, in tht 
ſame manner, where the context ſo fairly admit 
RE 

Anſ. It is very certain, that the terms our God 
or Lord, the Lord our Go.i, your God, the Lord 
of Hoſts, thy Redeemer, the Holy On- of Ira, 
the God of all the earth referred to in Iſaieh, fe. 

ceffaril 
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. ceſſarily ſignify the one ſupreme God and Father 


N of all, according to the uniform ſenſe of the ſa— 
cred writers, and particularly of the prophet Ifai- 
$ ah. And as you lay the greatelt ſtreſs upon chap. 
| liv. 5. nothing can be more evident to an atten- 
$ tive reader of this chapter, than that the perſon 
It filed the Lord of Hoſts, thy Redeemer, the Ho- 
e ly One of Iſrael, Sc. ver. 5. is the ſame perſon 


who is ſtiled Lord, ver. 13. Now the Lord, ver. 
12. is determined to be the Father by the exprels 


n authority of our Saviour who refers to this very 
ah paſſage, John vi. 45. It is written in the prophets, 
ch 


and they * ſhall be all taught of God. Every man 
therefore that hath heard and halb learned of the Fa- 
ther, cometh unto me. Beſides, in the preceding 
chapter, the Lord, namely, Jehovah, is diſtin- 


ol cuiſhed in a folemn manner from our Saviour 
(C- Chriſt, chap. liv. 6. The Lord hath laid on him, 
OW namely, Chriſt, the iniquity of us all, ver. 10. 
nb, It pleaſed the Lord to bruile him the plea- 
Res fure of the Lord ſhall proſper in his hand. 

al The argument you would form from God's 
ies being repreſented under the notion of an Huſ- 
A- bind is this: Ifaizh ſpeaks of the Lord God as 
* the H :ſband or Biidegroom of his church: now 
20! 


in the Revelation we have the marriage of the 
Lamb ſet forth, who is the Brideg oom of the new 
Jeruſalem in a plain alluſion to this allegorical re- 
prel-ntation ; therefore you would infer that the 
Lamb is the Lord God, or the Lord our God, or 
included in the notion of the Lord God. 

Ai. As God is ſometimes repreſented the Hul- 
band of the Jewiſh people in the prophetic writ- 
Ings, when they adhere to his worthip in oppoſi— 
ton to all idolatry, which is deſcribed under the 
character of ſpiritual fornication ; fo in this chap- 
2 ter 
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ter God is conſidered as the Huſband of the Gen- 
tiles, when they ſhould make a very conſiderable 
part of the chriſtian church. In like manner, as 
God has appointed Chriſt the head of the church, 
the church is elegantly ſaid to be married to Chriſt, 
In alluſion tu this notion idolatry is frequently 
ſtiled ſpiritual fornication. The Jews in the Old 
Teſtament, by revolting from the worſhip of the 
one God, were guilty of ſpiritual Fornication, as 
a wife, who proves an adultereſs, is falſe to her 
huſband. In the New Teſtament, chriſtian pro- 
feſſors are not only liable to ſpiritual fornication by 
departing from the worſhip of the one God, bur 
likewiſe by ſetting up idol mediators whom God 
hath not appointed. But how does it follow 
from ſuch ſimilar alluſions, that the Lord God and 
the Lamb are one being? The ſame allegorica] 
repreſentation may with the utmoſt propriety be 
applied to God in the Old Teſtament, and to 
Chriſt in the New, as God hath made Jeſus Lord 
and Head of the church, to which he bears a very 
near relation by having taken our nature upon him, 
and having redeemed us to God by his blood, 
Remarkable it is, that the Lamb in the book of 
Revelation is carefully diſtinguiſhed from the Lord 
God; and to imagine that the Lamb is included 
in the notion of Almighty God, muſt introduce 
the utmoſt confuſion, as will eaſily appear to any 
one who will examine all the paſſages, where God 
and the Lamb are mentioned. As to your obſer- 
vation, that theſe prophecies can be faid in no fort 
to be compleated, unleſs interpreted in the manner 
you contend for; it may be juſtly anſwered, that 
tis very common in ſcripture expreſſion to foretell 
that God himſelf will be, or do, what in the event 


he has made his ſon, or does by him, or, ia 
t What 


10 


what he does by any other inferior inſtrument: 
this is the ſtile which runs thro' every part of 
ſcripture. And in all good authors, 'tis uſual for 
the ſame thing to be applied to the principal per- 
ſon, and the inferior inſtrument employed in any 
tranſaction. 

As you have quoted the 40th chapter of Iſaiah, 
| will form an argument from thence, which abſo- 
lutely deſtroys the notion you maintain, namely, 
the equality of Chriſt with the one ſupreme God. 
The prophet is deſcribing the wiſdom of the al- 
mighty Creator, ver. 14. who thus expreſſes it: 
With whom took he conunſe!, and who inſtrutted him, 
and taught him knowledge, and ſhewed him the way 
of underjtaniing ? Theiſe words ftrongly declare 
that God the all-wiſe Governor of the world can- 
not poſſibly be taught, or inſtrufted by the moſt 
exalted perſon in the univerſe. Now Chriſt ex- 
preſly declares of himſclf, John viii. 28. As my 
Father hath taught me, 1 ſpeak theſe things; and, 
therefore, according to the prophet's argument, 
Chriſt cannot be God in as high a ſenſe as the Fa- 
ther, he muſt neceſſarily be a perſon inferior to the 
Father, by whom he was taught, 

You diſmiſs my remarks upon the reſt of St. 
Peter's and St. Paul's diſcourſes, as produced out 
of the Acts, with this cbſervation, that I take the 
term God, abſolutely and excluſively, which tallacy 
has been already detected. | 

Anſ. *Tis proper to remind you, that the term 
God, when uſed abſolutely, always means the per- 
lon of the Father; and in the diſcourſes referred 
to, it undeniably ſignifies the Father, as diſtin- 
guiſned from Chriſt and the Holy Spirit, accord- 
ing to your own rule of interpreting ſcripture, p. 
17, 18. As to the diſtinction intended by the 

H 2 term 
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term excluſvehy, I have ſhewn the abſurdity of it 
above. See p. 55—59.' 

However you think fit to conſider what I have 
ſaid in relation to Acts xvii, namely, that St. Paul 
calls Chriſt h man whom God ordained, This; plain 
and admirable diſcourſe of St. Paul delivered upon 
a ſolemn occaſion. wherein he profeſſes to ſet forth 
the true notion of Almighty God, is ſo evidently 
inconſiſtent with the doctrine you maintain, that 
you are forced to own it, and endeavour to evade 
the acknowledgment by a luppolition, that St. 
Paul had not time and opportunity. to explain the 
whole chriſtian doctrine, 

Anſ Manifeſt it is, that St. Paul has plainly 
and ſufficiently explained the general principles of 
chriſtianity, and, more particularly, that grand 
point, for which I quoted this glorious ſpeech, 
namely, the right opinion. concerning Almighty 
God, which makes the greater part of his dij- 
courſe, namely, from ver. 23. to ver. 31. From 
this we may learn that Almighty God is the Crea- 
tor of heaven and earth; that he is our conſtant 
preſerver and benefactor; that he is a Being ot 
boundleſs mercy and compaſſion to his creatures 
and that he will judge the world in righteouſnels : 
from whence the apoſtle very juſtly deduces tne 
infinite folly of idolatry, inſtead of worſhipping 


this great and good Creator, in whom (or throug! 


whom) we live, move and have our being. But 


J muſt beg leave to aſk, why St. Paul, when he 


was profeſſedly explaining the true notion of God, 
ſhould abſolutely omit the famous doctrine of tire 
perſons and one God. What! not the leaſt hint 
of a doctrine that has been eſteemed a fundamen- 
tal article of the chriſtian faith? Nay, almoſt every 


part of this ſpeech is abſolutely inconſiſtent ” 
the 
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the Athanaſian doctrine. Admitting the ſuppoſi- 
tion, that St. Paul has not delivered the whole 
chriſtian faich concerning Chriſt, yet he has cer- 
tainly compleated what he had to fay concerning 
God; and impoſſible it is for the moſt ſagacious 
Athanaſian to ſee in this diſcourſe three perſons 
and one God ; even you who have ſhewn fo much 
invention in deducing this doctrine all poſſible 
ways, do not ſo much as profeſs it; you have fairly 
given up St. Paul at a time, when he was obliged 
by duty as an apoſtle, to ſet forth the right opinion 
concerning the grand object of religious worſhip. 
As certain as St. Paul was an inf; ired apoſtle, fo 


ö certain is it that the Athanaſian dectrine of three 
if perſons and one God is falſe and antichriſtian, and 
9 owes all its ſupport to the iuvention and authorit 

0, of man. But admitting the ſuppoſition, that St. 


Paul was interrupted from delivering the whole 
chriſtian faith relating to the perſon of Chriſt, 
ought not the remaining part, if neceſſary to the 
lalvation of chriſtians, to have been inſerted in 
the Acts of the apoſtles, which was wrote on pur— 
pole to inſtruct chriſtians what dectrines the apo- 
liles preached to Jews and Heathens; and what 
were the terms required to entitle converts to the 
glorious privileges of the Goſpel covenant? We 
have it plainly ſet forth in this excellent book, 
nat proteſſion of faith was required of Jewiſh and 
heathen converts; which indeed contains but a ve- 
ty ſmall portion of eccleſiaſtical faith, as it was 
ſettled by fallible, contentious, and intereſted ec- 
ckeſiaſtics mary hundred years after the days of 
the apoſtles. 

Alter having allowed that J have juſtly obſerved 
the different manner, in which the apoſtles addreſs 
their different kinds of hearers, you ovferve, © that 


4 With 


—— — — 5 - 


L 104 ] 


with regard to the Jews, it was neceſſary to ſhew 
them that the prophecies concerning the Meſſiah 
fully and clearly declare him to be of a divine 
nature; and, conlequently, of the ſame nature 
with him whom they believed to be their God: 
that he was begotten of the Father, who upon that 
account is ſuperior to him and his God : but as 
they are otherwiſe deſcribed under the ſame name 
and with the ſame attiibutes, and expreſly revealed 
to be one, and conſequently ot the ſame nature; 
which the apoſtles do more than inti nate by ap. 
plying the deſcriptions of the one God in the Old 
Teſtament to Chriſt in the New ; fo the Jews are 
thereby taught to believe theſe two perſons to be 
equally the one God. In the next place you ſhould 
have told your readers, as to the Gentiles who 
knew not God, that it was neceſſary firſt to 
inform them rightly as to that point; and then 
from the reprobate ſtate in which they were, to 
ſhew the neceſſity of a Redeemer, who from the 
nature of their fins and the conſequent ſatisfaction 
required by God, muſt appear to be of ſuch an 
infinite and invaluable nature, as neither death, 
nor the grave could compaſs, or retain, Tis rea- 
ſonable to believe that under each of theſe heads, 
the apoſtles enlarged upon all the particulars te- 
quiſite to compleat the doctrine of Chrilt.” p. 37, 
38 


Anſ. J have already overthrown what you offer 
relating to the Meſſiah as preached to the Jews, 
and likewiſe your notion of the Son's having the 
ſame nature with the Father. See above, Þ. 14 
—16, &c. *Tis a particular ſatisfaction upon 4 
review to find, that the crime of omiſſion, with 
which you charge me, mult fall upon the apoſtles 


themſelves; for evident it is from an impartial 
view 
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view of all the diſcourſes recorded in the Acts of 
the apoſtles, that they have abſolutely omitred the 
doctrine you contend for, and you are obliged to 
ſuppoſe that they preached it, tho* no account of 
ir appears. As to the Gentiles, your firſt obſer- 
vation is certainly right, that it was neceſſary to 
inform them as being ignorant, of the nature of 
Cod. Now St. Paul has done this in the plaineſt 
and molt convincing manner, as I particularly ob- 
ſerved 1n the Appeal, The deſcription that this 
eminent apoſtle has given of the one true God, is 
abſolutely inconſiſtent with your doctrine; not the 
leaſt diſtant intimation about Trinity in Unity, 
three Perſons and one God, can be found in Sr. 
Paul's diſcourſes, when he is profeſſedly explain- 
ing the true character of God. This is a deciſive 
fact, of which common chriſtians may be as good 
judges as the learned, if they employ their atten- 
ion upon this ſubject. And as to that theological 
opinion of God's juſtice requiring an infinite ſa- 
isaQion for the ſins of men, 'tis a doctrine not 
only contrary to God's moral attributes, but has 
not the Jeaſt foundation in ſcripture. I refer you 
to Dr. Sykes's ſcripture doctrine of the redemption 
of man by Chriſt, where this important point is 
kt in a clear and rational light. You are obliged 
o grant, that the apoſtles in their diſcourſes have 
aid nothing about Chriſt's infinite ſatisfaction; 
but then you ſuppoſe that they enlarged upon ſuch 
particulars as were neceſſary to complete the chriſ- 
tan doctrine, that is, the ſyſtem of eccleſiaſtical 
laith, framed by men ſeveral hundred years after 
the days of the apoſtles. x 

On the other hand, give me leave to make a 


ſuppoſition that naturally ariſes from 'the apoſtle's 


manner of preaching to Jews and Gentiles. If 
you, 


35 
you, or any other zeilous Athanaſian, ſhould be il 
call-d upon by duty o preach the Goſpel to un. th 
believing nations; after having laid the found Wl ;, 
tion in natural religion, you would, accor ing to th 
your profeſſed principles, ex; lain = enforce. the 
doctrine of three perions and one God, as a fun. 
damental article of revelation : from whence it 
demonſtratively follows, that the Goſpel which 
you would preach t, unbeligving nations, is not 
the ſame, with regard to this elicntial point, that 
the apoſtles fer foith upon the ſame o caſion; it 
being evident beyond contradiction, that the apo. 
ſtles in their diſcourſ's recorded in the Acts, hive 
not only omitted the doctrine of three perſons and 
one God, but have likewiſe delivered a character 
of the one ſupreme God inconſiſtent with it; 
which appears ſo very ſtrong even in your own 
eyes, that you are forced to ſuppoſe without any 
ſort of proof, that the apoſtles ſupplied this omil- 
ſion in part of their diſcourſes not written by 8. 
Luke, tho' his profeſſed view was to give a faith- 
ful account of the firſt propagation ot chriſtiani« 
ty; and what were the conditions required of. Jews 
and heathens, when they were converted to tit 
faith of Chriſt. 

However you flatter yourſelf that you have 
found a diſcourſe in the Acts addreſſed to converts, 
where St. Paul ſpeaks in a way ſomething dilic- 
rent from what he did to Jews and heathens. t 
will be proper to examine this diſcourſe. In Adis 
xx. we have an account of St. Paul's taking his final 
leave of the elders of the church of Ep hefus, and 
calling them to witneſs (as you rightly ee thal 
he had declared to them the wiole council of God. 
Ver. 21. the apoſtle clearly explains, what was thi 


main purport of the doctrine he inculcated up 
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al occaſions 3 teſtifying both to the Jetos and alſo to 
the Greeks repentance towards God, and faith toward 
wr Lord Jeſus Chriſt, This is exactly agreeable to 
the doctrine he had delivered in his other diſ- 
courſes, and particularly Acts xvii. we have a plain 
account of God, and of Chriſt: but I muſt beg 
kave to aſk how it is poſſible to extract the doc- 
tine of three perſons and one God from this ſo— 
mn declaration of St. Paul, when he was profeſ- 
{dly ſetting forth the eſſential points of chriſtiani- 
y? But you lay the greateſt ſtreſs upon the 27th 
and 28th verſes: Counſel of God. Take beed there- 
fire to yourſelves and to all the flock over which the 
Hay Ghoſt hath made you overſeers to feed the church 
i God, which he hath purchaſed *vith his own blood. 
You obſerve upon this, ** that there are three per- 
ſons diſtinctly ſignified, while two of them are 
characterized by the name of God, namely, coun- 
ſel of God, who is the Father, and the church of 
Cd, who is the Son; and to the third, namely, 
the Holy Ghoſt, the peculiar office of God is em- 
phatically attributed; who therefore with the other 
two, muſt be one God bleſſed for ever: and yet 
ches paſſage you prudently ſlur over by barely al- 
ting, that the moſt ancient manuſcripts read the 
wrds, the church of Goa, the church of the Lord; 
nd then boldly appeal to the learned for the truth 
if your aſſertion. But for this general appeal to 
te earned, you ſeem to be ſupported only by 
Ir. Clarke, and perhaps one or two more: but 
Wy did not you let your illiterate reader know, 
Mat others as learned, and by far more numerous, 
ave, on a critical and impartial comparing of 
nulcripts, clearly decided for the common read- 
g, as it ſtands in our tranſlation ? ” 

Anf. 


1 
Anſ. Let the premiſes be what they will, you 


perpetually draw your favourite concluſion, name. 
ly, the doctrine of three perſons and one God. If 
St. Paul had intended any ſuch notion, he could 
have expreſſed it as eaſily, as you do for him, 
You are obliged to grant, that one of the three 
Perſons is not expreſsly called God; and yet you 
include him in the notion of the one God, becauſe 
he, namely, the Holy Ghoſt, is ſaid to do what 
the ſame Apoſtle attributes to God, as ſhewn a. 
bove, 1 Cor. xii. 28. This has been effectually an- 
ſwered above; ſurely God may very properly be 
ſaid to perform what he enables an inferior inſtru- 
ment to do. The very ſame argument, on which 
your cauſe chiefly depends, will equally prove that 
Angels, and other Beings, are included in the no- 
tion of the one God; for they likewiſe, are fre- 
quently repreſented as doing what God is expreſly 
declared to perform. Thus Judg. xxi. The angel 
of the Lord ſaid, I made you to go up out of Eg yt, 
which in other paſſages is appropriated to the one ſu- 
preme God, As to the expreſſion, the church of 
God, admitting this to be the true reading, God 
may here ſignify the Father, though the following 
words, he hath purchaſed with bis own blood, refer 
to Chriſt, of which there is a parallel inſtance in 
1 John iii. 5. Ye know that he was manifeſted to 
take away ſin, and in him is no fin; he and vim 
certainly refer to Chriſt, though there be no men- 
tion of him in the context: ver. 1. Behold, what 
manner of love the Father bath beſtowed upon us, 
&c. But with regard to the word God, common 
chriſtians have a right to be informed, (1 mean, 
unleſs we act upon the principles of popery) that 
the church of the Lord is the moſt probable read 


ing 
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ing“. But admitting that the word, God, was 
the true reading, and that it was applied to Chriſt, 
how does this prove the doctrine of three perſons 
and one God, of which there is an abſolute ſilence ? 
and indeed it muſt appear infinitely improbable 
to any unprejudiced perſons, that St. Paul ſhould 
in ver. 27, 28. deliver a doctrine inconſiſtent with 
what he had ſolemnly profeſſed as the ſummary 
of the chriſtian faith in ver. 21, 

It is proper to add, that I made ſome general 
obſervations upon the diſcourſes of the apoltles in 
the Acts, p. 28, 29. which you have left in their 
full ſtrength, without any fort of anſwer. 

1 Cor. xi. 3. I referred this to the common ſenſe 
of my chriſtian readers, as not requiring any par- 
ticular explication. It is indeed ſufficient to read 
the words in order to be convinced that Chriſt is 


The ſtate of the caſe is this: the church of the Lord, (or 
bf Chriſt) is in the Alexandrian, Beza's, as well as ſeveral 
nder manuſcripts. Again, „/e church of the Lord is quoted by 
yeral ancient writers, Irenzus, Origen, the Syriack verſion, 


ater indeed are books of doubtful authority: but it adds 
Wreat weight to the probability of the church of the Lord being 
de true reading, that it is quoted in this manner by Athana- 
ans in the 4th and 5th centuries. The only Greek authori- 
es for the common reading, are the ſmaller epiſtles of Igna- 
I, which may be juſtly eſteemed of doubtſul authority, and 
ne copies of Athanaſius, whereas ſeveral of his manuſcripts 
we, the church of the Lord. It is worth obſerving, that Dr. 
aterland in his celebrated Defences of his Queries, and Ser- 
01s, namely, lady Moyer's lectures, where he was collecting 
many texts as poſſible to Prove the Athanaſian doctrine, has 
ted this text of Acts xx. 28. I obſerve the ſame omiſſion in 
Ir Randolph's late Vindication of the Trinity, occalioned by 
e Eſſay on Spirit: all which plainly ſhews, that not only Dr. 
uke, but ſome of the moſt judicious Athanaſians ſeem to 
ye decided againſt the common reading; and that I was fur- 
bed with ſtrong evidence in ſupport of what I advanced. 


inferior 


ppoſtolical conſtitutions, and Ignatius's larger epiſtles. Theſe 


| 
i 
| 
1 
5 


1 
inferior to God. In anſwer to this, you obſerve 
that “the meaning by comparing Epheſ. v. 32, 
and likewiſe 23. is no more than that as Chriſt and 
the church are one body, but Chriſt the head; and 
the man and wife one fleſh, but man the head; { 
God and man are one Chriſt, but God the head.” 
P. 40. 

Anſ. Here you confound the literal and figu- 
rative ſenſe. Chriſt and the church are in the fi- 
gurative ſenſe repreſented as one body, whieredf 
Chriſt is the head; but it is impoſſible to under- 
ſtand this an the literal ſenſe, as if Chriſt and all 
true chriſtians were one and the fame being. 80 
the man and wile, though figuratively repreſented 
as one fleſh, cannot poſſibly be underſtood as ove 
being; and therefore when you draw your comps 
riſon, ſo God and man are one Chriſt, but Ged ile 
hend; you argue from the figurative to the {triftly 
literal ſenſe, and really make Chriſt an intelligent 
being conſiſting of God and man, but God the 
head. In chis compariſon you take it for granted 
without proof, that St. Paul had the ſame notion 
with you concerning the nature of Chriſt, namely, 
that it conſiſts of a divine part, ſoul and body, to 
which he was an abſolute ſtranger. Nothing can 
be plainer than St. Paul's meaning: as Chrilt s 
diſtinct being from men who compoſe the church, 
and as the man and wife are two diſtinct brings; 
ſo God and Chriſt are two diſtin& beings, and 
Chriſt is as certainly inferior to God, as the vi 
is to the huſband, and the church to Chriſt. 


Der. 24, 27, 25. | 
You have little to object to my interpretation 0 
this remarkable paſſage : only you oblerve © that 


Cariſt's mediatorſh p will ceaſe after the final judg 
ment; 


ii 


ment; his kingdom, as mediator of the new co- 
venant, will then of courſe ceaſe alſo: but the 
kingdom an. throne of the Son, as being one God 
with the Father, is notwithſtanding declared to be 
everlalling and for ever and ever. His dominion is 
an everlaſting dominion, Dan. vu. 14. Thy throne, 
O God, is for ever and ever: Pſalm xlv. 6. ap- 
plied to Chritt, Heb. 1. 8. and, Thou art the ſame, 
and thy years ſhall not fail. Again, Luke i. 33. 
He ſhall! reign over the houſe of Jacob fer ever, 
and of his kingdom tnere ſhall be no end. It is 
neceſlary to obſerve here, that the term, God, in 
the 24th verſe of 1 Cor. xv. is particularly deter- 
mi ed by the additional expreſſion, even the Fa- 
ther, to denote the perſon of the Father; while 
the ſame term, God, in the 28th verſe, by the 
comprehenſive expreſſion, all in all, is deſigned to 
point out the whole Trinity, now manifeſted, con- 
ſilſtently to ſub-it, in the perfect unity of the ſu- 
preme Godhead.” p. 40, 41. 

Anſ. When it is declared, that the kingdom of 
Chriſt is an everlaſting kingdom, of which there 
ſhall be no end, the meaning is, that it ſhall never 


be deſtroyed by any oppoſite power, but ſhall com- 


pletely ſubdue all things to itſelf ; which grand 
purpoſe being thoroughly accompliſhed, Chriſt 
will then reſign all his power and authority into 
the hands of God, from whom he received it, 
that God may immediately govern and influence 
all, This I apprehend to be a clear and rational 


| account of this g'orious diſpenſation : but your 
| Ciltinftion of the mediatorial kingdom, and of the 
| kingdom of the Son, as being one God with the 
Father. has no foundation in ſcripture, and is 
| inconliſtent- with the texts brought to prove it. 
| The everlaſting kingdom propheſicd of in Dan, 


vu. 


ſupreme God, and conſequently mult refer to the 


T as } 


vil. 14. is expreſly ſaid to be given to the Son 
of man by the Ancient of days, that is, the one 


mediatorial kingdom. So likewiſe, Thy throng, 
O God, Pſalm xlv. 6. quoted in the epiſtle to the 
Hebrews, neceſiarily refers to the kingdom gf 
Chriſt as mediator, as undeniably appears from 
verſe the gth. As to the 12th verſe, which you 
ſuppoſe applitd to Chriſt, it is directed to God the 


Father, as ſhall be ſhewn in its proper place. With t 
reſpect to Luke i. 33. it is but reading the former! 
verſe, and it will immediately appear, that th 
kingdom of the Mediator is neceſſarily ſignified Wl 9 
ver. 22. He ſhall be great, and ſhall be called ti. 
Son of the Higheſt; and he Lord God ſhall rin" 
unto him the throne of his father David. Whe": 
you interpret the term, Cod, in the 28th verſe oi: 
the whole Trinity, becauſe he is ſaid to be all 
all, I call this a mere arbitrary invention of youll 
own, without the leaſt colour of evidence to ſup" 
port it; the plain ſenſe of the apoſtle being ei 
dently this, that from henceforth God would in 
mediately, without any mediator, govern and inf” 
fluence all. It is really an infinite abſur ſity to e 
poſe, that God in the 28th verſe ſhould ſignily WM! 
different being from God in the 27th veric, wo": 
is expreſly determined to be the Father. » 
ſer 
Philipp. ii. 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, It. tl 
You remind me upon this paſſage that I e 
my uſual method of drawing conſequences fret 
the tranſlated text, and obtrude upon my reac bog 
a figurative and forced interpretation as the u 
verſal ſenſe of all the learned; which yet is Cain 
more than that of my wonted leader Dr. Clark * 
a; 


while the learned Hammond, Pearſon, and " 
Ochel 


2 
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others, evidently ſhew the contrary ſenſe to be the 
true meaning. 
the Anrſ. Admitting for the preſent, that the tran- 
lated text does not convey the true ſenſe of the 


ne ; | | 
F original, I muſt inſiſt upon it, that common Chriſ- 
oY tans ought to have the true and genuine ſenſe laid 
om before them. We blame the Papiſts for not ſuf- 


fering the common people to read the Scripture : 


* ad do not Proteſtants ſo far reſemble them, as 
vun they endeavour to hide the true ſenſe of Scripture, 
mel by any falſe tranſlation ? Is not this a manifeſt im- 


polition upon their underſtandings ? And, conſe- 
quently, I thought myſelf obliged by a regard to 
ruth, to give them what I thought the right ſenſe 
of this remarkable paſſage. Neither, did I pre- 
Fe tend to ſay, that my ſenſe was confirmed by all the 
karned; but I appealed to the learned in general, 
for its being the ſenſe of ſeveral very judicious 
men, beſides Dr. Clarke, and what all the learned 


vou nat 
ſuß muſt allow, the words in the original are capable 
„evi ct. 

3 in You are obliged to grant, that my tranſlation, 


was not eager to retain, may be admitted, inſtead 
o the common rendering, hougbt it not robbery, 
this part being given up, by ſeveral judicious A- 
lanaſians. But you contend, that te form of 
Cad, denotes the nature of God, or the effential 
pertetions of the divine nature, and that our tranſ- 
ation to be equal with God is ſtrictly right. The 
nue ſenſe of the paſſage, according to your inter- 
pretation is this: “ Who being in the form of 
bod (of the ſame nature with God), thought it 
W! robbery to be equal with God, or, was noteager to 
lim the right of equality (which the ſameneſs of 
ure entitled him to), ut made himſelf of no re- 
lation (diveſted himſelf of that right, for it is 

I plain 
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plain he could not diveſt himſelf of his nature) 
taking upon him the form, (the nature) of a ſer- 
vant, b. ing ma ie in the likenels of men; and be- 
ing Fund. in faſhion as a man, humbled himſelf 
(yet further), Sc. For this exemplary humilia- 
tion of Chrift, - St. Paul very properly 
declares that God exalted him, now in the like- | 
neſs of a man, and gave him a name, to wit, 
Jeſus, the name by which his humanity 1s deſign- 
ed; in which name, in conſideration of which 
humanicy, every tongue ſhould coniels, that Jeſus 
Chriſt is Lord to the glory of God the Father, 
with whom God the Son 1s declared to be original- 
ly one an d the e as * in nature, as in do- 
minion and power.” Pages 42, 43. 

Ai. 25 is a very good rule in Interpreting Sctip: 
ture, not to found important doctrinzs upon lage 
texts of 2 abi meaning. it is not to be ima- 
gined, that St. Pau intende ed to aſſert, that Chriſt 
allume to be equal with gs; Wi ithcut referring 
to ſome very ſtrong preten! ſions, that our Lord has 
made to ſuch an equz . if M 1 undenladiy 
app-arc of in the accounts given of him, by the four 


Evangeliſts, it might in that caſe be of ſome ut 
to confir . your interpretation. But ſince the tat 
is far otherwiſe, and all the diſcourſes recorded of 


our Saviour, art evid atly calculated to maintain 
the luprs macy of his God and Father, and hi 
own inferiority, entire dependence upon, and obe- 
dience to, ein Och; it ſeems highly 1mpro- 
bable that St. Paul Mould maintain his equality 
with the Father in this wi le text, as we have 10 
other texts that con. och notion; and eſpe: 
cially ſince the interp oi you contend for, 1 
attended with unanſwerable objections. 


11151 
The form of God in this paſſage, cannot rea- 
ſonably be ſuppoſed to relate to the nature and per- 
fections of God, in the ſtrict and metaphyſical 
ſenſe, but, according to the uſe of the word in 
* places, it denotes the appearance and like- 
neſs of God, Thus it ſignifies, Mark xvi. 12. 
4 that he appeared unto them in another form, 
into two of them, as they walked and went into 
the country: form here has no ſort of relation to 
metaphyſical eſſence, but naturally ſignifies a dif- 
ferent ſhape, or h eneſs s, from what he had be- 
fore, when he app Yared to Mary Magdalene. 
Again, the word form is uſed in the following 
verſe, and. took up;n him the 2 of a jervan!. 
The form of a ſervant, or ſlave bote the like- 
neſs of a ſlave. Our a vi our, whillt 18 Was upon 
earth, never was a 1 in the literal ſen but he 
took upon him the liken of 0 one; a8 appears in 
ſeveral inſtances, by condeſcending to perform {ch 
offices as are uſuaily done by 3 Thus our 
Saviour himſelf ſpeaks, Luke xxit. 27. 1 am a- 
mong you, as he that eee. He likewiſe ſub- 


5 5 „ EEE bi: 
mitted to ſuch treatment, as flaves commonly meet 


with; and at laſt the death he {ufftered 
a ave, and not of a freed-man. The form 
likeneſs of a ſlave, anlwers to the form, or like- 
nefs of God, and confirms the ſenſe given of th 
torm of God. But ſtill it may be aſked, what is 


by. 
the true import of the form, or likeneſs of God 


| 
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ſion, to be equal with God, it undeniably appears 
by many examples, that it means no more than to 
be * like God. That the form of God, and to be 

equal ith God, cannot poſſibly ſignify Chriſt's 
having the nature and perfections of God, or an 
abſolute equality with the Father, is extremely 
evident from the following words, he made bim- 
felf of no reputation, which you are obliged to 
render as I have done, he emptied himſelf, or 
diveſted himſelf (of that form of God, which he 
before poſſeſſed). But if the form of God neceſ- 
farily denotes the nature and perfections of God, 
and an equality with him, how was 1t poſlible he 
ſhould diveſt himſelf of that form, ſince one of 
the eſſential perfections of God is immutability ? 
You cannot help ſeeing this groſs abſurdity, and 
ſo you endeavour to evade it by this rendering; 
be divejicd himſelf of that right of equality (which 
the ſameneſs of nature entitled him to); for it is plain 
(as you well obſerve) he could not diveſt himſelf 
of his nature: but the misfortune is, there is no- 
thing in the original to anſwer the word right; 
this is an inſertion of your own to palliate a gtaring 
abſurdity: whatever be the preciſe idea of the 
form of God, of this the Apoſtle expreſsly lays 
he diveſted himſelf, not in appearance only, but 
in reality; which demonſtrates the falfhood of the 
Athanaſian doctrine, it being on all ſides agreed, 
that the one ſupreme God cannot diveſt bimſelf 
of his immutable nature. But let the form of Gad, 
be interpreted a likeneſs of God, the Apollle's ex- 


* Let the inſtances produced by Dr. Whityy; out of tis 
Septuagint be examined. Job v. xiv. Chap. x. 10. Xi. 12 
xiii. 12, 20. XV. 16. XXIV. 20. xxvii. 16. iii. 2. XIX. 
4. Kl. 15. Ifaiah li. 23. Wiſdom vii. 1, 3 la all thee 
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preſſion is ſtrictly true; he really diveſted himſelf 
of that likeneſs of God, by taking upon him hu- 
man nature. The humiliation of Chriſt does not 
conſiſt in his diveſting himſelf, of his right of 
equality with God, to which Chriſt never made 
the leaſt pretenſions; but the true notion of this 
wonderful diſpenſation is, that though our Savi- 
our had exiſted in ſo glorious and god-like a ſtate, 
yet he condeſcended ſo far as really to become man, 
and in this ſtate of humiliation did really ſuffer 
for our ſins, of which the one ſupreme God is ab- 
ſolutely incapable. We ſeem agreed, that for the 
exemplary humiliation of Chriſt, God cxalted 
him and gave him a name, That at the name of 
Teſus every knee ſhould bow, and that every tongue 
hould confeſs that Jeſus Chriſt is Lord, to the 
glory of God the Father. But if God did really 
exait Chriſt, that. is, raiſe him to a higher dignity 
than he had before; (which is the ſtrict meaning of 
the Greek word, as obſerved in the Appeal, to 
which you have given no anſwer), if God gave 
him as matter of favour; (which is the ſtrict 
meaning of the Greek word, neither have you con- 
tradicted it) and if the honour given to Chriſt re- 
dounds to the glory of God the Father, the ſu- 
preme benefactor, it neceſſarily follows that Chriſt 
cannot poſhbly be a perſon equal to the one ſu- 
preme God: the voice of common ſenſe loudly 
proteſts againſt it, it being abſolutely impoſſible 


that God ſhould be raiſed to a higher dignity than 


ne had before; that he ſhould have any thing given 
him as twatter of favour; or that he ſhould be 
honoured to the glory of another perſon: and, 
conſequently, I cannot be juſtly charged with im- 
poling upon my readers; but, upon a review, 
have the ſatisfaction to find, that I have laid be- 
17 fore 
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fore them the moſt rational ſenſe of this celebrated 
paſſage, It 1s oblervable, that I made uſe of an 
argument, to. confirm my ſenſe drawn from St. 
Paul's own declaration, upon another occaſion, 
which has appeared o very ſtrong even to your 
underſtanding, that you have not ſo much as at- 
tempicd to give it an anſwer. [See Appeal, p. 
32. 2d edit. ] You act pr brown for turn it which 
way you v ill, it is really unanſwerable by the art 
of man. 

As to your remaining ede that my in- 
te! ation weakens the 2 gu on for Chriſt's hu- 

mility, becauſe it ſuppoſ s Chriſt to be a perſon 
inferior to God, though I CXPr eſsly aſcribe to him, 
a preheminence above all other beings; I anſwer, 
in all queſtions of this kind, namely, which de- 
pend upon meer revelation, we mult not form in. 
terpretations according to our own arbitrary ſcheme, 
but the very Scripture truth. To make Chriſt 
equal to God, renders his condeſcenſion, at firlt 
view, very extraordinary. But the misfortune is 
the thing itſelf is abſolutely impoſſible in nature, 
it is expreſsly contradicted in part of this pailage, 
and numberleſs other paſſages of Scripture. That 
ſo glorious and divine a perſon as the firſt-born oi 
every creature, ſhould ſtoop fo low for the ſake ot 
man, is an unparallelled inſtance of humility, and 


far k be vond all DU ble CXA nDles, that Can be Pro- 
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duced in the hit ſtory che world, and, conſe- 
QUC ntly, might with the h | 51 reaſon be urged 


to the Philippians, and all C tians, as an extra- 
ary caſe, and what de a ves their higheſt fe- 
ſpect an__ imitation. When you o obſerve, that 
Chriſt's merit, according to my ſenſe, is leflencd 
by an aſſurec proſpect of much higher advance. 


ment; and that the Apoſtle has guarded again 
this 
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this notion, by pronouncing him to have been 77z 
*be form of God, and equal with God; I muſt re- 
m 558 you of the caution you ſhould obſerve of 
drawing conſequences from texts not rightly ren- 
dered, which expreſsly contracict other plain de- 
clarations. The ſame St. Paul has plainly told us, 
that Chriſt for the joy that was ſet before him, en- 


{ured the croſs, deſpiſing the ſheme, and is ſet down 


at the right hand of the throne of God, Heb. xii. 
2, This, according to your way of thinking, 
effens the merit of Chriſt. But ai! ſober Chriſ- 
ans muſt allow, that St. Paul underſtood the 
true nature of Chriſt's humiliation and exaltation, 
much better than divines of latter ages; and it 
0 hould oblige you, to take a ſerious review of th 
doctrine you are Jabouring to ſupport, which forces 

to ſuch terrible ſhifts, as to fix an imaginary 
i nibag ch upon St. Paul, as well as his humble 
follower, 

2 7 2 i. 15, *Revel. i, With regard to 

firſt of theſe declarations, you obſerve, that 

: Chriſt is not repreſented as the image of God 
wk abſolutely, (namely, as ſignifying Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, according to your interpre- 
tation 3) but of the perſon of the Father of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt.“ 

Anſ. Very true, Chriſt is the image of the Fa- 
ther, the inviſible God cannot potlibly have any 
other ſignification: for, as I have oblerved above, 
God abſolutely taken, never ſignifies Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt, but always the Father. Chriſt 
is ſtiled the image of the inviſible God, as the 
je erlections of "ooFY do more eminently ſhine 
torth in him, than any other being. The Father 
alone, is in the New Teſtament deſcribed as the 
vitible God, which you are obliged to grant: 
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but you endeavour to take off from the ſorce of it, 
by aſſuming that Chriſt has the ſame divine nature 
with the Father, with reſpect to which he is equal. 
ly inviſible with the Father, and is comprehended 
under the character of the one ſupreme Almighty 
God. Arſ. That Chriſt has the ſame divine na- 
ture with the Father, is a groundleſs notion ſuffi- 
ciently confuted in theſe papers; neither can one 

clear paſſag ge be produced, where Chriſt is neceſſa- 
rily inclu ded in che notion of the one ſupreme 
God. 

As to St. Paul's calling Chriit, This firſt-born 
of every creature, and St. John s ſtyliyg him, The 
beginning of the creation of God, you politively 
_ aſſert that IT have given a falf le tranſlation from the 
Greek. Anſ. 7 he frjt-born of every creature, is 
juſtly rendered in our Engl ih tranſlation, and ne. | 
ceſſarily ſignifies the firſt being whom God pro- 
duced, or created: this ſenſe is confirmed by all W' 
the parallel texts. Matth. i. 25. Luke ii. 7. MW 
Rom. viii. 29. Col. i. 18. Heb. i. 6.—xi. 28. 
xii. 23. Revel. 1.5. Again, the beginning of the Wo 
creation of God, neceſſarily denotes tne firſt being Wt! 
whom God created, as all the parallel places unde WM: 
niably prove. Matth. xxiv. 8, 21. Mark i. 1. Wc: 
x. 6.—xX1i1. 8, 19. John it, 11. Philip. iv. 15. 5 
Heb. iii. 14.—v. 12.—vi. 1.—vil. 3. 2 Pet. iii. 4. Wi: 
In order to give the Engliſh reader, a notion of Wo: 
the truth of this interpretation, let it be obſerved, Wi 
that as the beginning of forrows (&pxn wow), | 
Matth. xxiv. 8. oſignifies the firlt of ſorrows; and 
the beginning of miracles (ar Nu onpeucy) ſignifies 
the firſt of miracles, John 1. 11. which Jeſ ws 
worked; fo the beginning of the creation of God | 


(an xriWiws Oe) Revel. iii, 14. ſignifies the firſt of 
| the J a || 
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the creation of God, or the firſt being whom God 
en WÞ 
created *. 0 
As to the firſt, namely, firſt- born of every crea- 


W twrc, you righily obſerve, that the Apoſtle in the 


very next verſe al ens the reaſon at large, ver. 16. 
Jer in lim were all things created that are in Hea- 
deu, end that are in Karih, viſible and inviſible, 
they be thrones, or dominions, or Principali- 
ties, cr Powers; all things (without any exception) 
were crea'ed by him, and for Tim. This verſe con- 
tains a full proof of our Saviour's being produced 
before all creatures; otherwiſe, God could not 
have employed him as an inſtrument in creating 
them. 

But in order to evade the plain and literal ſenſe 
of the firſt-born of every creature, confirmed by 
parallel expreſſions, you obſerve, © that in him 
has a different ſenſe from by, or through bim, and 
that it ſignifies the immenſity of his nature, an all- 
fuſiciency, and having in himſelf the power of 
applying to himſelf all neceſſary materials where- 
on to work; and therefore in him, muſt expreſs 
tie higheſt efficiency of Chriſt in the work of 
(ration, in oppolition to the notion of his being 
01y an inſtrument; from whence you infer, that 
eis God in the ſtricteſt ſenſe. But according to 
e interpretation in the Appeal, Chriſt muſt then 
'0t only have created himſelf, but created himſelf, 
n himſelf, and for himſelf, and therefore that ſenſe 
cannot be the true one. But the meaning of St. 
heul, 2grecable to the reaſon which he gives ver. 
5. mit be, that Chriſt is not only before all crea- 
wes, but the Lord of all creatures, or rather the 


* 7 
ti. ad 7 FE 
„He, 
Tc & '* C1 


ay with a genitive caſe, is never uſed in an ative ſenſe 
the New Teſtament. 


heir 


E 

heir of the whole creation, in alluſion to the 
courſe of inheritance n men, according to 

which, the firſt born is the heir and Lord of all 
his ber s poſſeſſions; and to whom therefore, 
the joint management and care of them is in due 
— 5 2 

It is the ſolemn determination of the ſacred 

© "AY that the one God and Father of all, is the 
creator of all things; it is likewiſe no leſs clearly 
determined, that Chriſt is an inferior inſtrument, 
employed by God in the work of creation. Thus 
St. Paul expreisly lays, Cor. viii. 6. 7 #5 (namely, 
Chriſtians), Here 4 but one God the Father, of whon 
are all 158 gs, and we in bim, and one Lord Fejus 
Cri, oy for through) hom are all things, 2 
by (or through) him. In h m, in the 10th ve. ſe, has 
naturaily the fame lignification with by him, er 
through bim, in the latter end of the verſe; 
was not intended by the Apoſtle. to fer forth anf 
thing, different from. what was 3 ed in the | 
beginning, but only to ſum up in general, what] 
he had ſpecified in particulars, and therefore 7 
him (which is juſtly rendered in our Engliſh tranl- 
lation by him), denotes the ſame with by, ot 
rough, him. Nothing * is more common in all} 
ſorts of writers, than to expreſs the ſame thing by 
different terms. As therefore, the inſtrume nta 
agency of Chrilt is expreſſed by the particles , 
and by (d), what you build Upon 1 bargen 
that in denotes the immen. ity of 1 
falls to the ground, 


YN 


IV ine nature, 


— 


* The prepoſiti jon n (en, is frequently uſed in this ft ni? 
Acts xvii. 31. Hy that man (en). 1 Cor. XII. 3. Þ3 tre 115 
Gho/t (er). In Stephens ss Greek Concordance of the New 
Teſtament, it is particularly, taken ro ice of, that is of due 


{ame import Wien d., OT mhrough, ohn 1. 4. 


— 
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As to your obſervation, that Chriſt, as it is in- 
terpreted in the Appeal, muſt have created him- 
-If, becauſe al! things are ſaid to be created through 
him, the perrinence of it entirely depends upon 
taking all things in the we univerſal ſenſe, in 
which. Chriſt 5 included: you are obliged to 
grant. that ſuch 1 CXP1 reNons mult often be inter- 
preted with. exceptions, and the neceſſity of it in 
this particular inſtance plainly appears. Chriſt. is 
ſtiled the firſt- born of every creature; for by him 

all things were created, that is, all baer beings, 
which could not poſſibly have been, if he had not 
exiſted firſt himlſelf, My tenſe then of the firſt- 
born of every creature, y plain, literal, and ra- 
tional, pertecty conſiſtent with the verks imme- 
diately following: but . ſenſe 5 u would fix upon 
this expreſſion, is figurative and far- fetched, drawn 
from the cuſtoms of men, whereby the firſt- born 
5 the heir and Lord of his Father's poſſeſſions; 
you do not fo much as pretend to confirm your 
enſe by parallel expreſſions from the New Tefta- 
ment, whereas mine is effectually eſtabliſhed by 
every inſtance there occurring. It is obſervable, 
that you refer to ver. 18. where Chriſt is ſtiled the 
rjt-born from the dead, which neceſſarily ſignifies 
the firſt being whom God raiſed from the dead; 

1 for the ſame _ the jirſt-bory of 

every creature, mult bgnity the firſt being whom 

God created. 

Your next oblervation relating to Revel. iii. 17. 
5 fully anſwered under the laſt head. 

| produced ſeveral other texts in the Appeal, 
p. 33. 2d. edit. which undeniably , demonſtrate to 
common ſenſe, the inferiority of Chriſt to the 
great God and Father of all; you endeavour to 
evade theſe texts, by the uſual diſtinction of the 

divine 


—̃ä — 
— — 
2 * - 


— 


— 


— * — E . 
* 
I. — —-— 
Se @ . — = - * 
— 
— — 
PX - hg 
* . 1 20. © - - - 
= 1 4 2 7 * - 5 x E — 2. ” L 
—— 0 * — wenn 5 = v3 STI oy ww — —— 1 - 2 wv 


— 


r —— 
A 


> — —_ 


— 
22 


—— 


— 
———— 

— = x" 7 2 - > 

—— f ———ꝛ——«K2,.. . — — — — Go 


— — — — A — 


— —— — 232 1 
nord oo won . . 22 . 
a 
| > 40 W6, 1K. ß CO — ny 


11241 
divine and human nature of our Saviour, a meer 
invention of the learned to ſolve unanſwerable dif. 
ficulties, ariſing from the Athanaſian ſcheme, 
which ſhall be conſidered in its proper place. 
took notice in the Appeal of Chriſt being deſcribed 
in Revelations under the character of a lamb, and that 


he is carefully diſtinguiſhed from him that ſitteth on 


the throne, namely, the Lord God Almighty. In 
anſwer to this you labour ro coniound him with 
his God and Father, becauſe “ he is reprefented as 
not only having, but fitting on the ſame throne, 
Revel. iii. 21.—iv. 2, 3.—v. 6.—XXU11. 1, 3. And, 
as judge of the quick and dead, is again repre- 
ſented, xx. 11, Kc. fitting upon the throne, and 
expiclly called God: as the context of that and 


the next chapter do plainly and fully evidence: eſpe⸗ | 


cially when compared with Matth. xxv. 31, &c. to- 
gether with the character whereby he that ſitteth on 
the throne deſcribes Vimſelf; which very character 


is appropriated to Chriſt, i. 11.—xXxii. 12.“ 


Anſ. Your way of quoting texts to eſtabliſh ] 


the ſupreme divinity of Chriſt undeniably ſheus 
the deiiciency of any direct proofs; it is. conſe- 
quential only, which is very fallacious in many 
inſtances, nothing being more common than for 
the ſame thing to be applied ro perſons of a very 
different rank, eſpecially when inferiors act by 
commiſſion from, and in ſubordination to, their 
principles. I have effectually obviated the argu- 
ment ariſing from ſome of theſe texts, namely, 
Revel. iii. 2 1.—XX. 11, 12. compared with Matth. 
SY. 31. de hpove, p. 50, 51, 52, e. 

You have added John v. 22. which confirms 
my anſwer given above; the Father judgeth 19 man, 
but hath committed all judgment to the Son. The 
dead may be properly ſaid to ſtand before G00, 
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er ¶ eren the Father, becauſe Chriſt judgeth them by an 
i- WM ecrefs commiſſion from God. The perſon who 
Wl i; repreſented as fitting upon the throne, Revel. 

«x, 11. is God the Father, it being the peculiar 
c deſcription of the Father through the book of Re- 
relation, and in ſome paſſages he is expreſly diſ- 
n tinguiſhed from the lamb by this deſcription. 
There is but one text in this book, wherein Chritt 
15 repreſented as fitting upon a throne, namely, Rev. 


— — 
— 


* * — — 
— — — . ᷑ ͥ́ͥ́ 0 


— 
— 


— 


| 
| 
| 


— — 


* WW 6/21. and remarkable it is, that his inferiority to the i} 
ne, Father is at the ſame time clearly eſtab!iſhed. See l 
id, above, p. 5O, 51. As to Rev. iv. 2, 3. nothing can ial 
"© de more plain to the moſt common reader, than | 
8 that the perſon who /at on the throne, is the Lord 
If | 


God Almighty, which was, and is, and is to come, 
bo liveth for ever and ever, it being the maniteſt 
deſign of this chapter to let forth the worſhip of 
the one ſupreme God and Lord of the univerſe. 
With what view you refer to chap. v. ver. 6. I 
cannot conceive : and I beheld, and lo, in the midſt 
o the throne, and of the four beaſts, and in the midſt 
of the e ders ſiood a lamb as it bad been fiain, hay- 
nr feven Horus and ſeven eyes, which are the ſeven 
ſirits of Ged ſent forth into all the earth, Would 
you infer that the lamb is the perſon, who in the 
foregoing chapter fat on the throne ? this whole 
5a chapter, and particularly the verſe you have 
reterred to, undeniably ſhew the contrary. The 
lamb is in the moſt ſolemn manner diſtinguiſhed 
from Vim that ſat upon the throne, by taking the 
book out of his right hand. Ver. 7. he is no 
Is remarkably diſtinguiſhed from God, ver. 9, 10. 
Bleſſing and honour, &c. are aſcribed 7% him that 
fitteth upon the throne, and unto the lamb for ever 
end ever, ver. 13. It is obſervable that the lamb 
s deſcribed, ver. 6. not as ſitting upon the throne, | 
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but as ſanding i in the midſt of v9 throne, a and of the 
four beaſts, and, ja the midſt of the-elders. I ſhall have 
occaſion to conſider this chapter in che progreſs of the 
debate. Chap. «Wii, Ver. 1, 3. The throne is 
filed the throne of God and of the lamb. But does 
this prove, that the lamb is equal to God, from 
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whom he 1s thus diſtinguiſhed, a and from obedience 
ro whom all the honour aſcribe .i to ys is unde- 

ably derived? Is is true that Chriſt is ſtiled Al- 
pha and Omega, the beginning = the end, as 
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are not to de conſidered 

as the lame ; becaule dhe ſong was ſung by M loſes, 

but no ſong is expreisly ſai Je 3 by the 

lamb. On the contrary, in Rees. we have ſeve 
! 
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ral ſongs addreſſed to the lamb; as in chap. v. % 

* 


a. 8 o * 4 * * I 7 o 

# - <r by 4 5.3 106 0 1117 12 . 7 

86. and the whole is concluded 5 him l., 
7 20 97 77 1 a 1.77 "In > yr ery A 3 Fre 

G67 6 7 (1110 w 9 S118 * 1 9 Cilci Co -& b 


MS 4 


— . I _ . 6 6 1 - G 
Chriſt de ſcribes itil, Chap. 1. Po 
5 1 „ : 
Chap. vii. 9, 10, 11; 2. in che concluſ. 


the 
We 
the 


is f 


OCs 


nN | 

\ 
V. 93 
70 AP : 
ivelb | 


hich 


gan, 


* hic n 


chap- 


1271 

jap'er, God and the lamb are repreſented jointly 
per! orming, the ſame offices. Again, chap. ' xi. 
| 13. the joint dominion of Father and 
* ſpecified; the deſcription in the 
h articularly referring to Chriſt, from 
the very re . there aſſigned, becauſe thou haſt 
aten unto thee thy great power and haſt reigned. 
Now it cannot properly be ſaid that God the Fa- 
ther at any time reſigned his power and did not 
actually rei 30: this reaſon therefore muſt regard 
the Son, who emptied himſelf of the form of God, 
and put on the form of a ſervant, and afterwards 
reaflumed the glory which bs had betore with his 
Father. The account which follous in the 18th 
ver. . of the future general judg! Bent ſeems to be a 
urther proof of theſe pallages relating to Chriſts 
as the execution of this office was p articularly al- 
ligne to him. But moreover by comparing Re- 
vel. chap. xiv. 3. Heb. xii, 22. Revel. xxii. 3. 
with Revel. xv. 2. it may ſeem that the ſong of 
the lamb was not ſo ſtiled, becaule ſung by him, 
as the other ſong had been by Moles, but becauſe 
it was addreſſed to the lamb myſteriouſly compre- 
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You purſuant to my own quotations in the Ap weal, 
that there are ſome ſongs in Revel. a dre to 
the Lamb; particularly, Revel. v. Jr 9, &. 
chap. vii. 9, 10. but that the folema worſhip and 
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[ 128 ] 
Amen. And the four and twenty eliers fell down te 
and worſhipped him that liveth for ever; who can in 
be no other perſon or being than the one ſupreme 1 


God and Father of all, as undeniably appears from 
the whole foregoing chapter, and particularly the 
10th verſe. The four and twenty elders fall down 
before him that ſat on the throne, and worſhip 
him that liveth for ever and ever. Here the per. | 
fon who liveth for ever and ever, is expreſly de. 
termined to be the ſame who ſat on the throne: | 
but in the gth chapter the perſon who fat on the 
throne, is in the moſt ſolemn manner diſtinguiſh- 
ed from the lamb, ver. 7, 13. and, conſequently, 
the worſhip paid 1% him that liveth for ever and ever, 
ver. 14. is paid to the Lord God Almighty, and 
not to the lamb. Neither is Chriſt ever deſcribed 
with this very character in the abſolute ſenſe of 
living for ever and ever: what Chriſt ſays of him- | 
felf, chap. i. 18. is this; I am he that livetb and | 
was dead; and behold, J am alive for ever and ever; 
which is widely different from the character of | 
him wwho liveth for ever and ever in the ſupreme | 
and abſolute ſenſe, as being the grand ſource of 
life to all beings, and from whom the Son himſelf 
has received his life and power to live for ever and | 
ever.— So likewiſe in the 7th chap. v-rle 10. ſal- | 
vation is alcribed to ov Ged who ſiiteih upon tht | 
throne, and unto the lamb, But in the nekt verle, | 
folemn worſhip is exprely ſaid to be paid by the 
angels to God, or our God, who in verſe 10. 55 
expreſly diſtinguiſhed from the lamb by the title of 
eur God who fitteth upon the throne. To imagine 
10 the lamb included in the notion of r G, 154 
10 manifeſt Ferrerfie n of all language ty ſentiment 
A introduces/the moſt grols confuſion into the | 
| ſacred writings, As to G0 d and the lamb being 
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1 | 
repreſented as jointly performing the ſame offices 
in the conclulion of this chapter, namely, 7th ver. 
[ obſerve that God is diſtinguiſhed from the lamb 
by the uſual deſcription of /itting upon the throne, 
ver. 15. and the lamb is deſcribed as being in the 
mid of the throne, ver. 17. God is ſaid to wipe 
away all tears from the eyes of his faithful and per- 
cured ſervants, and Chriſt tbe lamb is ſaid 7o 
feed them and lead them unto living fountains of wa- 
ers, agreeably to the gran o conomy of our ſal- 
vation, all true chriſtians being under the protec- 
tion, and enjoying the favour, of God and Chriſt, 
as it was affectionately repreſented by our Lord, 
when he was upon earth, John xiv. 23. F a man 
e me, he wil keep my words: and my Father will 
Ire him, and we will come unto him, and make our 
obode with him. Bu how does it follow from 
hence, that God and the lamb are the ſame being, 
the ſame one ſupreme God? This is a conſe- 
quential doctrine invented by men, and 1s expreſly 
contradicted in almoſt every page of the New 
Teſtament. 

With reſpect to chap. xi. 15. the kingdoms of 
this world are declared to be the kingdoms of our 
Lord, and of his Chriſt, and he ſhall reign for 
mer and ever. This is a glorious prophecy of that 
Ned time, when all the nations of the earth 
ſhall embrace chriſtianity, and ſhall acknowledge 
one fupreme God, and one Mediator Jeſus Chriſt, 
and all idolatry and faile worſhip ſhall be demo- 
ſhed Verſe 16, 17, 18. the four and twenty 
tders are repreſented as worſhipping the Lord God 
Almighty, agreeably to ſeveral parts of this won- 
Gert] book. Lord God Almighty, neceſſarily ſig- 
Mites the perſon of the Father; and ſo indeed does 
the word, God, through the whole book, there 
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being no paſſage where Chriſt has the title of God. 


In oppolition to this plain and clear account, 8 
you make uſe of two arguments to prove, tha 5 
Chriſt is particularly referred to in this ſolemn | : 
worſhip. As to the firſt, taken from the 17th , 
verſe, it may eaſily be determined, in what ſenſe 6 
God is ſaid to reign by the 15th verſe; it is de. 3 
clared that God will reign for ever, becauſe the = 
kingdoms of this world are become the kingdoms if : 
our Lord, and of his Chriſt, that is, the ſupreme Ml .. 
authority of God is acknowledged through the 4 
earth, and all falſe worſhip and dolagry are de- . 
moliſned, which had almoſt univerſally prevailed: . 
and therefore the four "_ twenty elders, ver: MI © 
17. return their ſolemn thanks ro Almighty God, Ml . 
becanſe be hath taken to himſelf bis great power, and | 0 
bath reigned, that is, the dominion of the cne Wil -- 
ſupreme God is acknowledged through the earth : 
in oppoſition to all civil and ecclefiaſtical authori- | : 
ty, by which all idolatry and falſe worſhip 29k © 
been ſupported in almoſt all ages and countries. | ; 
God's kingdom with regard to rational creatures 5 
conſiſts in the willing obedicace of their hearts Wi 5. 

and actions to the laws of God. Ey idolatry and Wl 
wickedneſs this kingdom is oppoſed : and it hs 
been the grand delign of Gol in all his revel Ml . 
tions, to draw men of from :dolatry and wicked 4 
practices, and lead them to the knowledge and 
worfhip of the on” true God in the ways of pr 6 
rity and holipeſs, juſtice and charity. Well there: 5 
fore might the elders expreſs their ben thanks f __ 
to the one eme Jod, when this glorious event 1 


ſup! 
1 — 5 4 TY? 7 
ſhall ] have been acc MPILLICUg Wien true and 855 
1 - — 1 11 * * 11 10 
nuine chriſtianity ſhall univerſally prevail, (od 
> — Iv E 1 = -£ red 
may very juſt y be ſaid to have taten this Þ 


Power aud to bade reigned, wich reſpect to chat 
cot- 
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corrupt ſtate of idolatry and wickedneſs, in which 
the generality of men were involved. Doubricſs 
God's kingdom is, univerſal, and his power infi- 
nite, neit cher can it ever be ſaid that he did not 
reign, as he has all nature at his command, But 
the kingdom of God principally means the g0- 
vernment of rational creatures, who are capable 
of diſobeying; in which ſenſe his kingdom may 
be ſaid to be more or leſs extenſive, as greater or 
* er numbers of his rational creatures freely obey 
his rghteous laws. The kingdoms of the earth, 
when generally idolatrous and wicked, are the 
kingdoms of the devil, according to ſcripture 
language: the ſame kingdoms, when acknowledg- 


ing che one ſupreme God and one mediator Jeſus 


hriſt, the kingdoms of God and of Chriſt; and 
God is then declared to reign, when his ſupreme 
dominion is acknowledged, in reference to that 
liate, when idolatry and wickedneſs generally pre- 
vailed, 

Your ſecond argument to prove that the 15, 
16, 17, 18. verſes of chap. xi. refer to Chriſt, 
bas been anſwered above. See e p. 61. It is agree- 
ble to {cripture language and nt to aſcribe 
. ud; Zment to come to God as well as Chriſt, 
no is the miniſter appo;uted by God to execute 
his S iT Office. 

By comparing the texts referred to, you want 
o prove that the new ſong, Ch. xiv. 3. is the fame 
wich the ſong of Moſes and of the lamb, chap. 
xv. 3. —whether it be the ſame or not, I think it 
of no importance to determine, but it may be 
ſultiy queſtioned: only I would obſerve, that in 
tne iſt verſe of chap. xiv. the lamb is r-oreſented 
as ttanding upon Mount-Sion, and with him an 
dundred torty and four thouſand; and in verſe 
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| 1 
3. it is ſaid they ſung a new ſong; which poſſibly 
may imply that the lamb joined with them in the 
ſong. But whether he did or not, certain it js 
according to the whole tenor of the book of Reve. 
lation, that the ſong, of Moſes and of the lamb, 


chap. xv. 3. is directed to the one ſupreme G00 
and Father of all, who is deſcribed by the cha- 


racter of the Lord God Almighty, which is never 


applied to Chriſt. As Moſes was the inſtrument 
whom God employed in delivering the children 
of Iſrael from Egyptian bondage; ſo Chriſt was 
the perſon employed in the much greater delive- 
rance of mankind from the ſlavery of ſin, and the 


puniſhment due unto it; and, conſequently, the | 


caſes being alike may reaſonably admit a ſong of 


thankſgiving alike in many general expreſſions, | 
As to the lamb being included myſteriouſly in the | 
notion of the Lord God Almighty, it is a meer | 


groundleſs fiction, for which you produce no 


evidence. But you venture to aſſert, that the exi- 
dence of this myſtery was only revealed to the ſaints if 


in headen. Whatever has been revealed to the 


ſaints in heaven, of which you can know no more | 
than myſelf; I am very certain that the myſter! | 


ous notion you contend for, has never yet been 


revealed to the ſaints on earth by any authority but | 


that of man. 


Thus I have effectually and ſolidly anſwered 
every particular you have advanced, to invalidat 
the evidence 1 had produced in the Appe eal, to 
eltabliſh the inferiority. of Chriſt to the one ſu- 
preme God and Father of all. I have taken no- 
tice of ſeveral conceſſions extorted from you by 
the force of truth, which overthrow the doctrine 


you are labouring to ſupport. In your wy” 
| jon 


I 133 ] 
fon you obſerve that © the chriſtian reader may 
clearly perceive that Chriſt the Son of God is 
upon two accounts inferior to the Father; the firſt 
is implied in the relation of ſonſhip and office 
and the ſecond in his aſſumption of a nature made 
and created: at the ſame time that it is juſtly in- 
ited on, that he is, in all other reſpects, equal 


| to his Father, as having the ſame nature with the 


Father, which doctrine is ſufficiently implied and 
properly expreſſed in the Athanaſian creed.” p. 52. 
Anſ. The doctrine you profeſſedly labour to 
maintain, in oppoſition to the Appeal, is a co- 
equal Trinity as ſet forth in the Athanaſtan creed, 
which is thus expreſſed : and in this Trinity none 
1s afore, or after other: none is greater, or leſs 
than another : but the whole three perſons are co- 
eternal together, and coequal: and yet in your 
concluſion you are obliged to grant, that one of 
the perſons, namely Chriſt, is inferior to the Fa- 
ther upon two accounts. It he be inferior in any 
reſpect, it is impoſſible that he ſhould be at the 
ſame time coequal and coeternal, which neceſſar ly 
fonifies a ſtrict equality in all reſpects. But you 
we not to be blamed more than others, for run— 
ning into this palpable contradiction, it being the 
common fate of the moſt ingenious defenders: of 
tne Athanaſian Trinity, which appears upon exa- 
mination abſolutely inconſiſtent with common ſenſe, 
and the plain declarations of Chriſt and his apoſt les. 
As to that equality of nature, on which you per- 
petually lay the ſtreſs of the whole affair, the ſcrip- 
ture has ſaid nothing relating to it, as I have fut- 
iciently ſhewn by a particular examination of all 
the Cifferent ſenſes, in which Chriſt is ſtiled the 
Son of God, I would earneſtly recommend the 
concluſion of this head, as ſet forth in the Appeal, 
K 3 P. 
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p. 34. 2d edit. and your concluſion to the chriſtian 


reader, that he may compare them together and 
judge between us, | 

You charge me with having “ falſ-ly-imputed 
to the profctiors of the eftavliihed doctrine what 
they manifeſtly diſclaim, namely, two perſons in 
Chriſt: for they hold and believe two natures 
united in the one perſon of Chriſt, and not two 
perſons.“ p. 52. 


Anſ. The Atha maſian creed expreſly aſcribes to 
Chriſt two perions, if words have e any determinate | 
meaning. A perfect God N ſurely be one | 


perion, and a per}, _ man con 77 4 of out and b! ay, 
muſt be anot cher: indeed immediately alter it is ſaid, 
who aitis ugh he ve God and man, that | Is, two pet: 
Jons, yet He is not two, but one _ 415 that is, tho 


Gin ng 4 3 2 775 Veri: n e 
Chriſt be really two perſons, yer he is but one per- 


fon, Bur if men will aftert in one ſentence what 


they expreſsly contradict in the next, who can help 


it ? this is not a more | how contradiction than fe- 
} ! = O 1 | B X % C Y ww 9108 — 4 
veral others, with which this famous creed ſo co- 


a | 4 * 4 3 od 7 3 s 
pioully abounds. I am perfectly ſatis:;ed upon 2 
* 1 7 6 1 4 7 8 Bs 1 217 L rang 

review, that I have fairly flated this 1nportant 
„ +þ R. of . own. 

queſtion for the benefit of common Chriitlans; Mi 


* 1 - ty "> wins ; * 9224 F * ; 
ther Can YOU charge I Wien Once WIlUui milrepte 


ſentation. 


| 1 Took 

I come now to conſider that part of the New 

F x7 * 2 9 \ + - * 1 — . 71 * 4 Wy N , 
I etiament, „Bic! 1 has AI Yraed che Mot laude 


I err \ a 12 1 
grounds 101 the Ath Haim Gori. 


It was never in my thoughts (Ge »d knows my 


heart) to deny any title or attribute indiſyutably 


given to our bleſſe. j Saviour in Scripture, to which 


- . | 
a real chriſtian can have no temptation. But a> 1 


1 


am deeply convinced that the unity of God in the 


ſtrict and iteral ſenſe, is the grand principle of bag 


- 


tural and revealed religion; fo I think it highly 


reay 
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reaſonable to interpret all paſſages, that have been 
deemed to break in upon this important point, con- 

filtently with it. 
As tothe argument uſually deduced from the ti- 
tle of God being ſometimes given to Chriſt, it 
cannot be thought concluſive by any unprejudiced 
perſon, unleſs the word, God, in the Old and New 
Teſtament was a/wars uſed in the higheſt and moſt 
abſolute ſenſe, and ever was upon any occaſion what- 
ſvever applied to inferior beings. But the matter of 
act is fo clearly eſtabliſhed, namely, that the word, 
God, is frequently uſed in an inferior ſenfe by the 
ſacred writers, that you are obliged to acknowledge 
it. Add to this, that the word, God, is frequent- 


r- Wl uſe 4 in an inferior ſenſe by Jewiſh and Heathen 
0 Wl viiters *. You endeavour to evade the acknow- 
i- Wl do2ment of the word God being uſed in an infe- 
at Wl cor ſenſe by obſerving, © that the perſons, to 
1 W whom this appellation is occaſionally given, are 


le. WF picviouly Known to be by nature no Gods: and 
co- WM therefore theſe titles are only gven to them im- 


ant As to the propriety of the Greek language with regard to 

* = U ea. Gad, in this particular inſtance. John i. 1 . 1 appeal 
rigen and Euſebius, the moſt learned Greek Ch * the 
pimitve church, who have taken notice of this diſtinction of 
God 4 ( 9 Oz :) with the article, and God (Oe without the ar- 
. id expretsly declare, that the former, according to the 
ty of che Greek, denotes the Ren the unbegotten 
ry of the univerſe, or the God over all, and that the la itter 
hes the Word, who is God, OF 4 God after him, that 18, 
interior God. Let it be obſerved, that theſe eminent fa- 
thers have made this diſtinction, when they were profeſſedly 
Gicourſing upon this very text of St. John. With reſpect to 
your obtervation, that the ſupreme Father is ſometimes ſtiled 
God O, without the article, I anſwer, that this does not in- 
*te a diſtinction founded upon the expreſs ule of the article 


a the omiſſion of it, where two perſons are mentioned in the 
la me p 4112 TC, 
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properly. But with regard to our bleſſed Saviour, 
he is in the two following verſes of this very chap- 
ter repreſented prior to all created natures, their 
creator jointly with the Father, with whom he was 
always from the beginning with him, and conſe- 
quently coeternal.”” p 54. 

Anſ. John i. 1. In the beginning: molt probably 
means before the Moſaic creation. But how docs 
it follow that Chriſt mutt be coeternal with the 
Father, becauſe he exiited before the creation? 
you infer this itrange doctrine from an expreſſion 
that conveys no ſuch notion, bur ſtrongly implies 
the contrary, Beginning lurely denotes ſome de- 
terminate period, but eternity has no period, no 
beginning. I really think that St. Jchu's manner 
of expreſſion upon this occaſion, when he was pro- 
feſſedly ſetting torth the higheſt character of Chriſt, 
is a good argument, that Chrilt was not coeternal 
with the Father: for if he had been ſo, he would 
have expreſſed it as plainly, as you do for him, 
Again, you infer that Chritt was creator of the 
world jointly with the Father, becauſe it is ſaid 
that a!l things were made by, or through, him, The 
expreſſion through him neceſſarily ſignifies a perſon 
miniſtring to the one ſupreme God in the creation 
of the world, which ſenſe is undeniably eſtabliſhed 
by other parts of ſcripture. God created all things 
br, or through, Je us Chriſt, Epheſ. iti. 9g. by whom 
alls he, namely, God made the words, Heb. i. 2. 


and remarkable it is that Chriſt is never ſtiled the 


Creator of heaven and earth ; neither is there any 
acknowledgment made to him through the whole 
New Teſtament upon the account of his being em- 
ployed as an inferior inſtrument in the creation ot 
the world. Upon the whole the two verſes 1mme- 
diately following this declaration of St. John, 7#? 
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1d <0as Ged, are fo far from proving that Chriſt 
is {tiled God in as high a ſenſe as the Father, that 
they plainly demonſtrate his inferiority. That the 
word, 3 d, in this famous text of St. John, muſt 
neceffarily be interpreted in an inferior ſenſe, ap- 
bears with demonſtrative evidence from all our Sa- 
viour's diſcourſes, who has, in the moſt ſolemn 
manner, referred every thing to the honour of his 
God and Father; and hath diſclaimed the charac- 
g of the one ſupreme God as ſtrongly as it is poſ- 
ble for words to expreſs it. (See inſtances pro- 
duced in the Appeal, and in this Defence) I took 
notice in the Appeal, that our Saviour's anſwer 
to the Jews, when they charged him with making 
himfelt a God, determines this point (namely, 
that God is a word ſometimes uſed in the inferior 
ſenſe, and that it might be ſo applied to him) be- 
vond a poſſibility of contradiction. You do not ſo 
much as pretend to give it a direct anſwer; but 
you tell me that I ſhould have produced the goth 
verſe of the ſame chapter, namely, John x. where 
Chriſt expreſly declares himſelf and bis Father to be 
ue. My buſineſs was to prove from Scripture _ 

the word, God, was uſed in an inferior ſenſe: 
which pur poſe produced our Saviour's — 
which is deciſive upon the point. But I was not 
obliged to quote the 3oth verſe, I and my Father 
cre ones, for the accutation of the Jews was not 
occaſio * by this figurative expreſſion, which 
P! "obably they well underſtood, but was Owing to 
8 ſtiling g God his Father, and fo making himſelf 
the Son 'of God ; ver. 25, 29. which 1s Uundenia- 
bly confirmed by our Saviour's anſwer z Say ye of 
thou blaſphemeſt, becauſe I ſaid, I am the 
, Ged. ver. 36. I diftinctiy explained in the 
du this declaration of our Loid, I and my 
Fa- 
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Father are ore, in its proper p 
I am diſpoſed to give all poſſible ſatisfaction upon 
this important ſubject, let the whole be carefu 

reviewed from the 24th ver. to the 38th ;nclulve 
of which I will endeavour to let forth the moſt ra. 


my 


lace. However, as 


tional inter rpretatio n; and thin I will dittin ctly con- 


der every thing material you have oilered on the 
ether ſide. | 

John x. 24. Then came the Jews round about 
him and ſaid unto him, how long doſt thou make 
us to doub: ?. If thou be the Chrilt, tel! us plainly, 
Ver. 25: Jeſus antwered, 1 told. you, and ye be. 
nie ved not: the works that 1 do in my Father's 
name, they bear witneſs of me. The Jews expec- 
ted an extraordinary prophet ſtiled the Meſſias, 
who was tOretoid and deſcribed in their law and the 
ptophets: and the qutſtion was, whether Jeſus was 
this Meflias. Our Saviour in his anſwer refers 
them to the miracuious works that he performed 
by Ge "PO er and authority of che Father, which 
undeniab! Y proved his pretenſions to the Characte 
&f Mic eſſias. Ver, 27, 28, 29. My ſheep hear my 
voice, and 1. know them, and they follow me. 
And I give unto them eternal life, and they ſhall 
never peœriſh, either ſhall any pluck them out of 


3 ; * 1 8 [I 2 # 
my hand. My Father which gave them me 1s 
greater than al! ; and none is ab le to pluck then 


[4 
out-ol my Fatner's band. 1 55 my Father are 
e e e b 
Tere Caritt repre eu ts good chriſtians unde 
1 — a £ / . ö — * * 3 Ty J . 
the figure of incep, and he gives them the ſtrong 


eſt aflurance that they ſhould be protected and fe- 


warded, of which this was an undeniable proot 


that the Father, who is ore: ter than all, had pot 
them under his protection, in order to confer upon 
them eternal life. From whence it follows, that 
no perſon whativever can deprive good chriſtians 
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of this extraordinary bleſſing, as they are guarded 
by the Father, the ſupreme almighty Governor; 
and for the ſam- reaſon they are fecure in the hands 
of the Son, becaule the government of the Son 
33 a0 cording to the will and by the expreſs au- 
taority and power of Ge Father. For this plain 
1nd evident reaſon our Saviour adds, I and my Fa- 
ther are one, that is, it is exactly the fame thing 
to be under the protection of the Son as to be un- 
M0 protection of the Father, becauſe the origi- 
921 power and authority are in the Father, and the 
cxerciſs of theſe he hath committed to the Son. 
Ihs J take to be the moſt rational ſenſe af the 
words confirmed by parallel texts, John xvi. 22. 
That they (namely my diſciples) may be one, even 
as we (I and the Father) are one; I in them, and 
thou in me, that they may be made perfect in one. 
r. iii. 8. He that planteth and he that water- 
Pu and Apotlos) are one. Ver. 31, 32, 33. 
the Jews took up ſtones again to ſtone him. 
us anſwered them, many good works have I 
wot 1 from my Father; tor which of thoſe 
works A o ye {tone me? The Jews aniwered him, 
ing, for a good work we ſtone thee not, but for 
en, and becauſe that thou being a man, 
makott thyſelf God, or a God. They did not 
a to accuſe him of being the ſupreme ſelf-ex- 
a: God, nor that he claimed d to himſelf the fame 
independent and abſolute perfection which the Fa- 
ter had, of which neither the Jews, nor his dif- 
avs, could pofſibly entertain the leaſt apprehen- 
'07, as being exprefsly contrary to all his ſolemn 
declarations: but the blaſphemy laid to his charge, 
Was aſlin ming LO himſelf — character of a divine 
beton, inveited by his Father with extraordinary 
bowers, becaule he called God his Father, and 
claimed 
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claimed a peculizr authority, in conſequence of 
this relation. Ver. 34, 355 36. Jeſus anſwered 
them, is it not written in your law, I ſaid, ye are 
= if he called them gods, unto whom the 
word of God came, and the ſeripture cannot be 
broken: ſay ye ot him whom the Father hath 
ſanctified, and ſent unto the world, thou blaſ— 
phemeſt, becauſe I ſaid, I am the Son of God? 
This re; 1 y of our Lord undeniably demonſtrates, 
that the Jews did not intend to 2 him with 
making himſelf God in the higheſt ſenſe, but on— 
ly the on of God who had received extraordinary 
powers from his Father. refer you to the Ap- 
peal, 2d edit. p. 37. tor the force ot our Saviour 
argument co tained in thete words, to which you 
have given no anſwer. Ver. 37, 38. If I do not 
the works of my Father, believe me not. But 
ii I do, though ye believe not me, believe the 
works, that ye may know and believe that the Fa- 
ther is in me, and I in him. Here our Lord ap- 
peals to his miracilous works as an evident prot 
of his cxtraordinar Y commiſſion, which laid the 
foundation of their charge of Blaſphemy. This 
expreſnon, rhe 5 "er 15 in-me aud 1 in bim, is of 
the fame import with that foregoing, ver, 30. / 
and my Father: are one. As the true meaning 0t 
both plainly appcars "BE the whole purport of 
Our Savio 58 (1 courſe, lo it is likewiſe rk 
by paralle! texts John vi. 56. He that eateth m 
fleih and drinketh my load: dwelleth in me, BY 
I in him. Ch zap. xiv. 10. Believelt thou not, that 
Jam in the Father, and the Father in me? the 
words that | {eak unto you, | tpeak not of my- 
feif ; but the Fat ther that et] eth in me, he doth 
the works: believe me, that I am in the Father, 


nd the Father in me; or elle believe me for the 
very 
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very work's ſake, ver. 20. At that day ye ſhall 
know, that I am in my Father, and you in me, 
and I in you. Chap. xv. 4. Abide in me, and 
[| in you. Chap. xvii. 11. Holy Father, keep 
through thine own name, thoſe whom thou haſt 
given me; that they may be one, as we are; 
ver. 21. That they all may be one, as thou, Fa- 
ther, art in me, and I in thee; that they alſo may 
be one in us; that the world may believe that thou 
haſt ſent me. ver. 22. And the glory which thou 
gaveſt me, I have given them; chat they may be 
one, even as we are one. ver. 23. I in them, and 
thou uin me, that they may be made perfect in one, 
and that the world may believe that thou haſt ſent 
me, and haſt loved them, as thou haſt loved me. 
ver. 26. That the love wherewith thou haſt loved 
me, my be in them, and lia them, 1 John iii. 
14, He that keep eth his commandments, dwelleth 
in him, and he in him. 1 John iv. 15. Whoſo- 
ever hall confeſs, that Jeſus is the Son of God, 
God dwelleth in him, and he in God. And ver, 
160. God is love, and he that dwelleth in love, 
dwelleth in God, and God in him. 

Having thus given what I apprehend, to be a 
clear and rational interpretation, of this conver- 
lation between Chriſt and the Jews, I ſhall now 
conder what you have offered, p. 75. &c. to 
len, chat Chriſt and the Father are one Being, in 
5 tion to the figurative ſenſe I have cont ended 
, a the ſcope of the diſcourſe and parallel 
xreffions. 

| ſhall diſmiſs your miſrepreſentation of my 
Paraphraſ: of theſe words, I and my Father are 
Une, and proceed to examine your reaſons, why 
jou tuink it not right. You obſerve, “ that our 
Savigur argues from his works, which yet he did 

in 


16 
in his Father's name, that is, by his eſpecial and 
immediate appointment, that he is the Chriſt 
whom the Jews enquired about. Now, either 
Chriſt actually hath in himſelf the power of doing 
the works, or he hath not: but-if he hath not, he 
is then here guilty of a moſt falſe preſumption. 
For by declaring his power, To give unto his 
ſheep eternal life, and that they ſhall oO periſh 
out of his hand; he aſſumes to himſelf a power, 
which the Jews muſt Know to be 5 Nute of 


God alone: to fhew the truth of his affertion, he 
tells them, That his Father who gave him theke | 


ſheep, 1s the God whom they acknowledge to be 


greater than all, and out of whole hand they muſt | 
conſequently own none to be able to pluck them; 
ut I affirm, lays he, 1 and my Father (the God | 


whom you own,, are one, and the conſequence he 
leaves them to ae is evidently this; and there- 


fore none ſhall be able to pluck them out of my 
hand, Now, if the words of Chriſt, J and m | 


Father are One, are not to be underitood in the 
ſtrict and literal ſenſe, making Chriſt and his Fa- 
ther, eſſentially, and truly, one Being; his decla- 
ration, whereby he abſolute ely aſſe erts, ch at no per- 
ſon wha over, ſhall be able to pluck the ſheep 


out of his hand, 1s a plain Pret ſumptuous falſhood, 


Becauſe, if Christ and the Father are not one Be- 
ing; Chriſt muſt be then, what you contend for 
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true that none 1s able to pluck them out 


folut 2 ly L 
and: lor then the Father being in every re- 
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do it. 


ut, perhaps, you will ſay, that though 


aſrange can Chriſt himſelf have in this cafe, 
1 oil not do it? Chriſt, vpon your ſuppo- 
{it100, 


N 
2 


a meer creature; and therefore, it cannot be ab- 
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- tO Cl wiſt, muſt be more than able to 
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tion, is but a meer creature: and therefore, 
though he be allowed to be the higheſt, and moſt 
peri ect of all creatures, yet til] "there is a poſſi- 
bility of his ſwerving from the will of God: 

which if it ſhould happen, God would certainly 
diſplace him from his oifice. And therefore, our 
Saviour's poſitive declaration, is a plain and moſt 
falſe preſumption, as it ſuppoſes a thing to be ab- 
ſolutely impoſſible, which can be only allowed 
conditionally, And though the Father be ſaid to 
e greater than all, yet Chriſt's declaration of his 
power to protect his { ſheep, is as ſtrong as what is 
fad of the Father, and conſequently, Chriſt's 
power muſt be the ſame with, or equal to, the 
Father's. But certainly, there is but one infinite 


14 n and if the pe ower bs the ! fame, and con- 
+4 ſequently undivided ; the Natu Me, or Eſſence, of 
„ee two Perſons, in which it is lodged, muſt be 
11 the lame and D nwinycogl and as there Cannot be 
„ond finite Beings, theſe two Perſons muſt make 
be ber one infinite, one all powerful Being; and 
therefore the words, 1 ad my Father are One, 
ſtri ly, and literally true.“ Pages 75—78. 
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er lident; and it is no lels evident. tf iat all the power 

ch he demonſti ated in the performance of mi- 
cies, was derived from his God e. Father, a 
clk hath folemnly aſſured us upon — 
5 Nei: her was our Lord guilty of a 
e preſumption, as you propa, ely ſpeak, by 
bing that none can pluck the ſheep out of his 
ad, 23 he was infallibly aſſu ed, according to 
s 0Wn expreſs declaration, that the Father had 
ven them into his hands, and conſequently, they 
ere as lale under his protection as the Father's, 
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who had particularly committed the care of them 
to the Son. As to your obſervation, - that if 

Chriſt and the Father be not one Being, our Savi— 

our was guilty of a preſumptuous falſhood in af. 

ſerting, that none could pluck the ſheep out of his 

hand, becauſe the Father being in every reſpet 

ſuperior to Chriſt, muſt be more than able to do 

it; common ſenſe plainly tells us, that the term 

none, can have no poſlible relation to the Father, 

who is greater than all, and therefore, he muſt 

neceſſarily be excepted, who gave the ſheep into his 
hand, and Iikewiſe the power to protect them, | 
Again, with reſpect to your next oblervation, you 
are guilty of a criminal preſumption, to call in 
queſtion the ſtrict virtue a Chriſt, who had always 
obeyed the will of God without any deviation. 
Beſides, if this argument has any weight, namely, 
the poſſibi'ity of Chriſt's departing from the will 
of God, if a free and inferior Being ; we can 
never abſolutely depend upon any favour from 
Almighty God, unleſs immediately diſpenſed by 
himtlelt: if he employs an inferior agent for the 
benc fit of his creatures, with the ſtrongeſt creden- 
rials, it is ſtill poſſible he may deceive them, 4a 
being a free and imperfect being. The Children 
of Jirael could not be aſſured, that Moſes was 4 
perſon commiſſioned by God, to deliver them 
from the land of Egypt, though he proved hi 
commiſſion by miraculous works, becauſe it 
was {till poſſible, as he was a free creature, be 
might deviate from the will of God, and be dis- 
placed from the ffice. As to your next oblervs 
tion, I anſwer, that Chriſt muſt be poſſeſſed of 2 
power equal to the commiſſiun he has received 0! 
protecting rhe {heep, is readily granted: but do 
infer from hence, that his power is equal to tie 


Father 
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Father's in all reſpects, and conſequently, that he 
has the ſame Effence with the Father, is abſolutely 
inconfiftent with common ſenſe, which muſt con- 
vince every unprejudiced perſon, that the perſon 
who gives a power, is greater than he who receives 
it. The very ſame argument will equally prove, 
that Angels, Moſes, Prophets and Apoſtles, be- 
cauſe they have received power from God to exe- 
cute important offices, have the fame undivided 
power, and conſequently the fame Eſſence with 
the Father. The reaſon expreſsly aſſigned, why 
none is able to pluck the ſheep out ot the hands 
of the Son, is becauſe the Father which gave them 
is greater than all, and none is able to pluck them 
out of his Father's hand. What can be a more 
rational ſenſe, than that Chriſt, though an inferior 
being, might be abſolutely aſſured of a point, 
namely, the protection of true Chriſtians, for 
which he had the expreſs authority of the ſupreme 
Lord of all ? | : 
With regard to the texts produced in the Ap- 
peal, and in this treatiſe, it appears that the union 
of the Apoſtles with one another, and with the 
Son, and with the Father alſo, is deſcribed by our 
Lord with the ſame expreſſions, as the union be- 
tween himſelf and the Father: and, conſequently, 
it this expreſſion, I and my Father are One, neceſ- 
arily proves the Son to be one in Eſſence with, and 
equal to, the Father; the ſame form of expreſſion 
in the 17th chapter, will equally prove that the 
Apoſtles are one in Eſſence with, and equal to, 
the Son, and fo have one Eſſence with the Father. 
But you contend (and ſo indeed you are neceſſarily 
obliged, otherwiſe your cauſe is gone for ever) 
that the union between che Father and Son, mult 
be interpreted of metaphyſical Eſſence, or Sub- 
ſtance, 
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ſtance, becauſe the Son is ſaid to have been in the 
beginning (that is, from all eternity) with God; 
that he is ſtiled God; that the world was made 
by him, and to him owes its preſervation, Now 
remarkable it is, that in all thoſe parts of Scrip- 
ture, where our Saviour is deſcribed in the higheſt 
ſtrain, with reſpect to titles and attributes, it 1s 
never ſaid that Chriſt and the Father are one, ſo 
that your producing thele paſſages (which I have 
plainly ſhewn in the courſe of the debate, to be | 
perfectly conſiſtent with the unity, and ſupremacy | 
of God the Father) prove nothing 1n relation to | 
the union you contend for. Neither would there | 
be any propriety in our Saviour's compariſon, if 
the union of Father and Son be interpreted 1n the 
ſenſe of Eſſence, when the union of Chriſt and 
his members, neceſſarily denotes a figurative and 
{piritual union. Holy Father, Keep through thine } 
own name thoſe whom thou haſt given me, that | 
they may be one as we are. ver. 11. That they 
all may be one, as thou Father art in me, and! 
in thee, that they alſo may be one in us. ver. 21. 
That is, that, my Diſciples may be united in love 
to each other, and in obedience to thee, as I enjoy 
thy love and favour by a ſtrict obedience to thy 
holy will, This I apprehend to be a clear, fn. 
tional, and conſiſtent ſenſe. But what ſenſe would 
there be in Chriſt's praying to his Father, that his 
Diſciples would be united with him and the Father, 
as the Father and Son are ſtrictly one in metaphy- 
ſical Efſence ? There muſt be ſuppoſed ſome gene- 
ral likeneſs between the union of Chriſt with the 
Father, and the ſpiritual union between Chrilt and 
his members; otherwiſe, the compariſon would 
not have been made at all. Doubtleſs the formery 


is more glorious than the latter, as Chriſt was #4 
| ways 
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ways obedient to his Father's will, and the beſt 
( hriſtians cannot be ſaid to have been abſolutel 
faithful at all times: but metaphyſical Eſſence, 
has no fort of relation to this point; ; neither could 

„e Diſciples have the leaſt notion of any ſuch 
ſeuſe, it being indeed a ſenſe that never exiſted in 
the minds 1 men, till ſeveral hundred years after 
the days of the Apoſtles. 

Again, you endeavour to “ prove the neceſſary 
and cflential union between the Father and Son, 
from John xiv. 10. where Chriſt declares, The 
Father that dwelleth in me, he doth the works, which 
oherwiſe he doth, and aſcribes to himſelf, from 
whence he argues their immediate and neceſſary 
union, Believe me, that I am in the Father, and the 
Father in me : or elſe, believe me for the very works 


ſake, ver. 11.“ 


Anſ. As Chniſt performed his miraculous works, 
by virtue of a power derived from the Father, it 
may be properly ſaid, that the Father performed 
the works ; and likewiſe it may be juſtly ſaid, that 
Chriſt performed them, becauſe he was the imme- 
ciate inſtrument whom God employed. Let the 
parallel expreſſions produced above, and particu- 
jarly the 20th ver. of chap. xiv. be conſidered, 
ind the ſenſe you contend for, will appear forced 
and unnatural, At that day ve ſpall know that I am 
ny Father, and yu in me, and Tin you, As God 
dwelt in Chriſt, ſo Chriſt dwelt in the Apoſtles ; 
they received a power from Chriſt to work _ 
cls, and an authority to preach his Goſpel, i 
lice manner as the Father imparted to the Jos a 
power of working miracles, and an authority to 
reveal his will. As certain, as Chriſt and his A- 
poſtles are different beings, though Chrift is ſaid 
to be in them, and they in Chriſt; {9 certain is ir, 
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that the Father and Chriſt are different beings, 
though it be ſaid that the Father is in Chriſt, and 
Chriſt in the Father. The facred writers were ab- 
ſolute ſtrangers to the notion of metaphyſical, or 
eſſential union. | | 

But to return to the inſtances you have produced 
of the title, God, b-ing given to Chriſt, 1 John 
1. 5. Gca 75 Light. © You labour to prove, that 
God in this text, either ſignifies Chriſt ; or ad— 
mitting that it ſignifies the Father, yet as there is, 
or can be, but one true Light, and both Father 
and Son, being declared to be this Light, they 
both muſt therefore make but one Light, one Be- 
ing, and conſequently, but one God.” Pages 
55» 50. 

Anſ. It is true, God is ſtiled Light, and Chrift 
is ſtiled the Light of the World. But nothing can 
be more fallacious than to argue from hence, that 
God, and Chriſt, are one Being, one God. God 
is uſually deſcribed in Scripture, with the ſame 
titles and attributes that are applied to inferior 
beings, in order to give mankind, a more fami- 
iar and clear notion of his perfections. The very 
ame argument will equally prove, that the A- 
poſtles make one being with God, becauſe they are 
expreſsly ſtiled, The Light of the World, Matth. 
v. 14. God is Light, Chriſt is ſtiled the Light ot 
Men, and the Apoſtles are ſtiled the Light of the 
World. But ſurely, common ſenſe can tell us, 
that God muſt be ſtiled Light, in an higher and 
more eminent ſenſe than Chriſt, and Chriſt than 
the Apoſtles. When the one ſupreme God 1 
ſtiled Light, we ſhould conſider him, as the only 
original ſource of all true Light, Knowledge, and 
Purity, without the leaſt mixture of Darknels, 
Ignorance, or Impurity : Chriſt is called Light, 

becaule 
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becauſe he was ſent by the Father, to reveal his will 
to mankind z, and the Apoſtles are called Light, 

cauſe they were employed by Chriſt, to preach 
us Goſpel to the world. 

But you obſerve, ©* That it is more than pro- 
bable, that the word, God, in this part of St. 
John's Epiſtle, refers neither to the Father, nor 
the Son feperately, but to both together, for ver. 3. 
he ſays, our fellowſhip is with the Father, and *2:th 
bis Son Jeſus Chriſt. And ver. 5,6 it is declared, 
that God is Light, &c. If we ſay that we have fel- 
lowfhip with him, and walk in darkneſs, we lie, and 
ig not the truth, Fellowſhip with Hm, which re- 
fers to God in the foregoing verſe, is yet ver. 3. 
particularly ſpecified to be a fellowſhip with the 
Father and the Son. The word, God, therefore, 
ver. 5. to which the relative-pronoun him, ver. 6. 
refers, muſt comprehend both Father and Son: 
otherwiſe, it ſhould ſeem that Chriſtians are not 
qualified, to receive the benefit of being cleanſed 
from all fin, it being an eſſential part, that they 
hould have fellowſhip with the Son, as well as the 
Father. Bur b<ſides, the ſame Apoſtle ſays, in 


. 0 0 . & » 
his Goſpel, chap. i. 4. That in him was Life, and 


this Lite was the Light of Men: and then ver. 9. 
ne was the true Light, which lighteth every man 
that cometh into the world; that is, the light of 
nature, or reaſon, which every man is naturally 
endued with, proceedeth from him; which, I be- 
lieve, you will own to be the peculiar gift of 
60.“ Pages 56, 57: 

Arſ. It is very abſurd to interpret the word, 
God, in this particular paſſage, as denoting Fa- 
ther and Son, in oppoſition to the whole tenour of 
Scripture, there being no text in the New Teſtament, 
wicre the word, God, ſignifies more perſons than 

Lk 9 One : 
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one: particularly, it neceſſarily ſignifies in this 
place, the Father only. Let the 5th, 6th, and 
7th verſes, be compared together; God is Light, 
and in im is no darkneſs. Fellowſhip with 
him. As be is in the Light. —— the blood of 
Jeſus Chriſt Yig Son cleanſeth us, from all fin, 
Him, he, and his, neceſſarily refer to God, and 
conſequently, God muſt be the Father, according 
to your own rule, already laid down, as Chriſt is 
expreſly ſtiled 57s Son. Your obſcrvation to prove 
the contrary, muſt appear to have no weight, if 
it be conſidered, that fellowſhi> wich each other, 
with the Father, and with his Son Teſus Chriſt, is 
mentioned, ver. 3. Fellowſhip with the Father 
only, is mentioned ver. 6. it being not neceſſary, 
to repeat again feliowſhip with the Son, for {cllow- 
ſhip with the Father, neceſſarily implies it with the 
Son, to real Chriftians. When the Apoſtle de- 
ſcribes . the qualifications, of having fellowſhip 
with the Father, and with the Son, a d with cach 
other, ver. 7. it is obſervable, that he takes no- 
tice of the latter only, namely, fellowſhip with 
each other, though fellowſhip with the Father and 
Son muſt be deemed of more importance. In 
what ſenſe our Saviour is ſtiled Light, I have ex- 
plained above; from whence it is moſt probable, 
that when he is called the true Light, that lighteib 
every man that cometh into the world, this deſcrip- 
tion refers to the light, of the Goſpel, whereby 
life and immortality are brought to light, and not 
to that reaſon, which every man is naturally en- 
duced with. 

As to your next obſervation, relating to eternal 
lie, 1 John i. 2. which was with the Father, from 
which you infer Chriſt to be ſtrictly eternal, and 
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God in the higheſt ſenſe, I have given an anſwer 
above. See Pages 57—59. 

Johne xx. 28. Here you aſk, ** doth not St. 
Thomas expreſly call Chriſt, his God and his 
Lord? And is there any more than one Lord, or 
God? Had Chriſt a different God from St. 
Thomas? As God is Chriſt's Father in a quite dif- 
ferent ſenſe, from that in which he is the Father of 
his fairhful creatures; and by being thus his Fa- 
ther, hath communicated his own nature to him, 
whence he is God equally with him; ſo with re- 
72rd to his human nature only, the Father is re- 
preſented as his God, in the fame manner, that 
he 18 by right of creation, the God of the whole 
univerſe: and yet by force of the ſame right, and 
unon account of his divine nature, the Son 
with the Father, is the one ſupreme God alſo.” 
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Aaf. i have already obviated this, in the courſe 
of the debate, and have ſhewn the infinite abſur- 
dity, of ſuppoſing the Father of Chriſt, to be a 
diferent being, from the Father of all creatures, 
the former, according to your account, being one 
perſon, and the latter, a being, conſiſting of three 
perſons. Our Saviour, as obſerved in the Appeal, 
p. 37. 24 edit. deciares after his reſurrection, 1 
a/cend unto my Father, and your Father, to my God, 
ond your God; and conſequently, he profeſſes him- 
lt inferior to his God and Father, if words be 
interpreted by common ſenſe : but it requires a 
very nice and ſubtle diſtinction, to interpret my 
God, with reſpect to the human nature of Chriſt, 
as diſtinguiſhed from his divine; which goes upon 
tue ſuppoſition, that the Athanaſian account of 
Chriſt's human and divine nature, is a Scripture 
doctrine, of which it is abſolutely impoſſible, 

L 4 that 
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that Mary Magdalene, to whom the words were 
ſpoke, ſhould have any ſort of notion: neither 
does it appear, that the Apoſtles have ſet forth in 
their writings, any ſuch opinion. My Fatber, and 
your Father, my God, and your God, certainly mean 
the ſame perſon, and conſequently, Chriſt and 
Thomas, had the fame one ſupreme God, and 
Lord; from whence it undeniably follows, that 
Thomas's words, my God and my Lord, if ap- 
plied to Chiriſt, muſt mean a perſon, ſtiled God | 
and Lord, in the inferior ſenſe. But upon a fe- } 
rious review of the whole affair, it appears ex- 
tremely probable, that thele words were not ap- 
plied to Chriſt. The faith expreſsly required of 
Thomas, was the belief of Chriſt's reſurrection: 
this is evident from the context. Chriſt, upon 
his appearance to Thomas after his reſurrection, 
ſaith unto him, reach hither thy tinger, and be- 
hold my hands; and reach hither thy hand, and 
thruſt into my ſide, and be not faithleſs, but be- | 
lieving, namely, that J am riſen from the dead.— 
And, when Thomas, upon his conviction, had 
uttered theſe words, My Lord, and my God, Feſus 
ſaith unto him, Thomas, becauſe thou haſt ſeen me, 


— = 
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thou hajt believed; which plainly thews, that he | 
believed only what he had feen, namely, that 


Jeſus appeared by the marks ot his body, to be 
the fame perſon who was crucified : but as to bis 
being his Lord and God, that could not be the 
object of his bodily eyes; and therefore the words Will 
may. be juſtly underſto d, as a ſudden exclama- 
tion, My Lord, and my God, how great is th) 
power! It may not be improper, to caſt your eye 
upon the laſt verſe of this chapter, where you will 
find St. John plainly declaring, what was his mann 
deſign in writing his Golpel. But theſe are zorit- 

jth, 
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len, namely, theſe ſigns and wonders, that ye 
might believe, that Jeſus is the Chriſt, the Son of 
Cod, and that believing, ye might have life through 
his name. If we will take St. John's word, he 
had no deſign to tranſmit in writing, the opinton 
you contend for, that the Son with the Father, is 
the one ſupreme God, or that the Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt, are one God; but expreſsly 
afures us, that it is ſufficient for all the purpoſes 
of neceſſary belief, if we profeſs faith in Chriſt, 
as the Son of God. 

You proceed to obſerve, that Chriſt is in the 
words of the Pſalmift, applied by St. Paul, Heb. 
i. d. called God. And the reaſon of this is plain: 
for the words of the Pſalmiſt, do here plainly re- 
ter to his future exiſtence in human nature; as is 
evident from his alluſion, to his unction by the 
Holy Spirit, after his incarnation, and by that 
unction being preferred before his fellows, the reſt 
of the ons of men. Remember ſtill, Sir, that to 
us there is but one God.“ 1 

An It undeniably appears, from the whole 


| ſcops of this chapter, that the Apoſtle's profeſſed 


view was to prove, that Chriſt was made ſuperior 
to the Angels, upon account of his greater virtue 
and obedience 3 which muſt neceſſarily refer to his 
higheſt ſtate after his reſurrection: for the ſame 
Apoſtle expreſsly declares, that during his ſtate 
of humiliation, he was made jower than the An- 
gels; and conſequently, as he is repreſented inferior 
to his God and Father, in his higheſt ſtate, ver. 9. 
the groundleſs notion of the diſtinction of the hu- 
man and divine nature, can have no place in this 
particular paſſage, which has forced you. to the 
txnedient, of making our Saviour preferred be- 
fore his fellows, the reſt of the fons of men, with 
reſpect 
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reſpect to his exiſtence in human nature, in dire | 
contradiction to the eye- ſight of the moſt carelek, | 
reader of this chapter; his preference to angels a; 
his fellows, being plainly intended by the apoſtle, | 
ſee verſe 4,5, 6, 7, 8, 9. You remind me that 
to us there is but one God. You ſhould have ad. 
ded, the Father, which grand and important truth 
is deeply imprinted upon my foul, and hope ! 
ſnall be enabled to profeſs it upon all proper occa. 
ſions; and could wiſh you would not employ your | 
pains and learning to darken this fundamental | 
principle of natural and revealed religion, Ican | 
maintain the doctrine of one ſupreme God and | 
Father of all conſiſtently with the acknowledgment | 
of Chriſt being a God in an inferior ſenſe, accord- | 
ing to the expreſs determination of Scripture, and 
particularly this very chapter. | 

Rom. ix. 5. Upon this text you obſerve, that | 
there is not the leaſt pretence, or cauſe of ſuſpici- 
o” for a different reading in the original text; and | 
that it is not capable of ambiguity, but is direQly 
applied to Chriſt, "5 | 

Anſ. As to the firſt, T refer the curious reader | 
to Mr. Whiſton's treatiſe, entitled, Athanaſian 
Forgeries, Impolitions, and Interpolations, p. 6, } 

——12. and to Mr. Jackſon's Chriſtian Liberty } 
aſl-rted, &c. p. 94, 103. both printed for 
Noon. With reſpect to the ſecond, namely, the 
ambiguity of the text, Mr. Locke, Mr. Jackſon, 
and other learned men, beſides Dr. Clarke, have | 
acknowledged ir. When a text is of ambiguous | 
conſtruction, the ſenſe muſt be determined by the 
uſual ſtile of the ſacred writer; his profeſſed doc: 
trine in other plain declarations, the general de. 
ſign of the context, and the main tenor of tne 


New Teſtament. I humbly preſume that 1 * 
| aul 
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paul had meant theſe words of Chriſt, he would 
have ſaid (Oe egν £74 mavlwy,) agreeably to a paral- 
el expreſſion, Rom. 1. 25. (ra ro x, 
* evaoynr©? £15 T25 WIwvas) admitting the order of 
the words as they now ſtand, it ſhould ſeem thar 
the apoſtle intended to offer up a doxology to God 
on account of the privileges of the Jews. But the 
more I: conſider the words and context, the more I 
am convinced of the reading taken notice of in the 
Appeal; of whom as concerning the fleſh is Chriſt, who 
is the God over all bleſſed for ever. This reading in- 
deed, as I owned, 2d edit. p. 38. ſuppoſes the tranſpo- 
ftion of one ſingle letter, (wo inſtead o w) which 
the learned well know might eaſily happen by the 
careleſoneſs of a tranſcriber. With reſpect to my 
arguing in the Appeal from the profeſſed deſign 
of the apoſtle in favour of the reading I conten«1 
for, you oblerve, that he reaſon given in the Ap- 
peal for the apoſtle's ſpeaking in as high a ſtrain 
is poſſible of his countrymen, doth not at off ap- 
bear. I anſwer, let the ſcope of the gth and 10th 
chap, be carefully conſidered, and it will appear 
plain to an attentive reader, that the profeſſed ſub- 
ject of it was God's rejection of the Jewiſh people 
3 a nation, and the taking the Gentiles as his 
people. Nothing therefore could be better adapted 
to the apoſtle's purpoſe, than to expreſs his ten- 
der regards for his unhappy countrymen ; that he 
did not deliver this doctrine out of any prejudice 
to his brethren, but rather it was matter of lamen- 
tation that a people ſo highly favoured with ex- 
traordinary privileges, ſhould fall from fo glori- 


* 


St. Paul uſually makes ufe of the relative , when he re- 
4 to an immediate antecedent, which manifeitly appears from 
dus and the foregoing verſe. 
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ous a ſtate. The mention of theſe privileges wa | 
very natural upon this ſtriking occaſion, and cer. 
rain it is that they are all reckoned up, excepting | 
the grand privilege of all, according to the com- 
mon interpretation. But it ſeems to me ſcarce cre. 
dible, that St. Paul ſhould omit that very privi. | 
lege, namely, their relation to God as their God, 
in which they chiefly gloried. chap. ii. 17- as be. 


ing the grand article of. the covenant made with 


Abraham; and therefore I ſhall always conſider | 
the text as running thus, (wn vicherix, &c. wy 017 | 
TEpES, 5 825 Wy 0 Xeis O, TO KZTH% Txpi%, WO EMI Tavry | 
be S £12 nip eig Tres awrns) whole is the adoption, g 
&c. whoſe arg the Fathers, and of whom as con- 
cerning the fleſh is Chriſt, whoſe is the God over 
all bleſſed tor ever. Fathers, Chriſt, God, ap- 
pear with the utmoſt propricty. As to the tenor 
of the New Teſtament, it is evident that neither St. 
Paul, ner any of the apoſtles do aſcribe to Chriſt 
the title of God over all, or the bleſſed God; on 
the contrary, it is a title conſtantly appropriated to 
the Father. See paſſages in the Appeal, p. 33. 2d 


«> 


edit. You obſerve, that if this was intende 


only in honour of the Jews; furely his ſaying} 
that Chriſt, who, according to the Fleſh, was born 


of them, is God over all bl:fſed for ever, mult 


carry in it a much higher ſhew of reſpect, than 
b urely ſaying, the God over all is their God. This 
they pretended to know already, and arrogantly | 
prided themſelves upon ; nor would they thank the 


apoſtle for acknowledging it.“ 


Anſ. The queſtion is not, what vain mortals 
may eſteem an higher ſhew of reſpe&, but What 
tae Scripture has determined in the caſe. Belides, 
the Jews never entertained this notion of the pro- 
miſed Meſſiah, namely, that he was the God over | 


all 
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all vleſſed for ever: if the apoſtles had preached 
„at in this capacity, they could not have made 
one convert; the Jews would have juſtly thought 
it rank polytheiſm, to own another perſon as ſu- 


*%. 

| preme God, beſides the perſon of the one ſupreme 
V 1s ; 

4 od whom they had always adored. As to your 
by obſervation, that the Jews would not have think- 


tn 1 the apoſtle for acknowledging the grand privi- 
ge which they knew already; this may be equally 


£4 2 of the other privileges, for they knew thele 
Fr already as well as the grand one of all : and whe- 
7 WT thr they would have thanked the apoſtle for the 
i acknowledgment of any of them or not, they 
1 would have certainly taken it amiſs, if St. Paul 
+] profeſſing to reckon up the Jewith privileges, had 
0 omitted the moſt eſſential one of all, upon which, 
o WT © you are obliged to grant, they valued them- 
iſ  {lves. I cannot help Judging, notwithſtanding 
our charge of obſtinacy, that St. Paul, ſo great a- 
1 aſter of addreſs, cannot be ſuppoſed to have 0 mit- 
7 WJ id cbs Jewiſh privilege. 

#4 | What you advance in the next paragraph, p. 
%. has been ſufficiently obviated in the courte of 


f the Debate. 
Acts xx. 29. has been conſidered above. 


11 

5 : As to 1 Tim, iii. 16. J expreſied myſelf doubt- 

vie ally, whether Cod, who, or which was right. 

lr WH Cp9 this you obſerve, © that the preſent reading 

he BY > the true one, the learned Biſhop Pearſon having 
undeniably proved it, and clear y obviated every 

als BASU of any other word's being ſubſtituted here 

nat inſtead of, God.“ p. 60, 61. 

es, > a Since th 2 publication of the Appeal, there 

ro- 13s appeared a very curious diſſertation ot the great ö 

ver IT ſaac Newton upon this very text; w berein th | 

all! has made it at leaſt hig! hly prob able, that the word | 


God | 
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Ged is a corruption inſerted in the room of bid, * 
referring to myſtery, as it is ſtill preſerved in the na 
Latin verſions, and ſome Greek manuſcripts of the M A: 
New Teſtament. This extraordinary perſon haz MW G' 
alledged a very remarkable fact (of which not one in 
Jearned perſon in Europe was a better judge, be. 

cauſe he was converſant in all the writings of that Ml ©!: 
time) namely, that this text was never produced MI t 
by Greek or Latin writers for five centuries to pro MW © 
the deity of Chriſt ; that it was never quoted dur- MW © 
ing all the time of the Arian controverſy, which W 
certainly would have frequently happened, if they ee 
had read the words thus, God was manifeſt in the WM '< 


fe/h. This text indeed was ſometimes quoted upon be 


other occaſions, but the reading was always, which, | i 
(os) and not God. The ſame eminent author has 
pointed out the cauſe of this corruption of the | 
text, the time when, and the perſon by-whom, i | 
was Corrupted. I refer the curious reader to this | 
diſſertation of Sir Iſaac Newton, (ſee his two let. 
ters to Mr, Le Clerc printed for Payne 1754);where 
he will find every thing advanced in Biſhop Pear- 
lon's learned note (p. 128. edit. eleventh) fully } 
and clearly obviated. 
John v. 20. In the Appeal I obſerved, that | 
the title of true God is naturally referred to the 
Father: on the other hand, you earneſtly contend 
that in this text it is applied to Chriſt, Let the 
realons on both ſides be conſidered. You obſerve 
t nat the apoſtle, chap. i. 2. deſcribes Chriſt as {bt | 
L, and, the eternal Life, which was with tht | 
Teiler. And again, ver. 11, 12, 13. of this chap. 
lic, and eternal life, is particularly aſcribed to 
hin, and to be in him. Let his Goſpel be con- 
ſulted, chap. i. 4. chap. v. 26. chap. xi. 25. chap. 
XVI } 
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xvii. 2. The Father is never directly ſtiled eter- 
nal Life, this being the peculiar title of the Son. 
As therefore eternal Life means the Son, the true 
God denotes the ſame perſon with which it is joined 
in the ſame ſentence.” p. 61. 
iſ. Thar Chrilt in this epiſtle is peculiarly ſtiled 
eternal Life, and that in other paſſages of Scrip- 
ture as well as this epiſtle, eternal life is ſaid to be 
ciſpenſed through him, is very true, and readily 
acknowledged; but this proves ſomething in di- 
rect oppoſition to your purpoſe. St. John never 
declares that the true God is eternal life; but the 
rcaſon why Chriſt is ſtiled eternal Life is, becauſe 
he is the perſon who has brought us to the acknow- 
dgment of the true God. He (namely, the Son 
of God) hath given us an underſtanding (as it is 
expreſſed in this very verſe) that we may know 
whom? why ſurely the true God: therefore the 
ſenſe of theſe words, this is the true God and eter- 
ral life, muſt be evidently to this effect: this God 
whom the Son has given us an underſtanding to 
know, is the true God, and to know him in or b 
his Son, this is eternal life, agreeably to the ſo- 
lemn determination of Chriſt himſelf : this is life 
ezernal to know thee, namely, the Father, to be tbe 
oiy true God, and Jeſus Chriſt whom thou haſt ſent. 
This is having the Father and the Son, 2 John. . 
Chriſt is the way, the truth, and the life, by giv- 
ing us an underſtanding to know the true God. 
The ſentiment of St. Peter is exactly the ſame, 
though exprefied in a way ſomething different. 
Pet. i. 20, 21. who, (namely Chriſt) verily was 
ſcre-crdaintd er you ; vo by, or through him, 
as believe in Ged that raiſed him up from the dead,. 
lat your faith and hope might be in Ged. Ki 
chtiſ- 


— 


6 


[ 160 |] 
chriſtians, to whom St. Peter wrote, are required | 
ro conſider Chriit as the perſon, through whom 
they were brought to the acknowledgment of God, 
and conſequently, God is plainly ſer forth as the 
grand and ultimate object of their belief, and the 
chief merit of Chriſt conſiſts in being the inſtrument | 
of this important point. 

Your next obſervation is, ** that if is referred | 
to the true God, or him that is true, the remote | 
antecedent, and not to the immediate one Jeſus 
Chriſt, the propoſition itſelf would be trifling and 
miignifican. as being merely a repetition of what | 

vas 5 before in the tame verſe.” 
The laſt words are evidently not a repeti- 

. but a recapitulation of what was xpreſfed 
before. Chriſt is repreſented as the perſon who | 
came into the world to enlighten our underſtand- 
iags, with regard to the grand object of our faith | 
and worſhip, the one true God whom we know | 
through Chriſt. The apoſtle then very pertinent- 
ly ſums up in ſhort what he had expreſſed before, 
as Reg 2 2 point of great importance. This is tit 
true God to the acknowledgment of whom Chriſt 
hath 1 us, and conſequently, he is the true 
way to obtain eternal life, as we receive from him 
the knowledge of the true God, on whom eternal 
life certainly <epends. When the caſe is conlt- 
dered in this view, it is impoſſible to ſuppote, 
that the true God, "namely, the Father the princt- 
pa! ſubject, mould be omitted in the recapitulation 
As lo ſetved in the Appeal, if bis refers to Chrib, 
he: {tiled the true God, and the Son of the true 
God in the ſame verſe. Add to this, that the ti 
tle of true God is always applied to the Father in 
er pal ages: : John xvii, 3. quoted above; and 


1 Theil 
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0 Theſſ. i. 9. to ſerve the living and true God, and 


F 1; <vait for his Son from heaven. 

| Upon the whole, let your interpretation and 
e mige be compared together: yours ſtands thus: 
e ve know that the Son of God is come, and 
t bath given us an underſtanding to know him that 


5 true (or, the true God) and we are in him that 

is (allo, true (that is) in his Son Jeſus Chriſt ; (for) 
this / Jeſus Chriſt alſo, being one with the Father) 
15 As true God and eternal life.“ On the other 
hand, this is mine; we Know that the Son of God 
is come, and hath given us an underſtanding that 
We may know him that is true, namely, the true 
God, and we are in the true God by Jeſus Chriſt 
or, we are in his true Son Jeſus Chriſt). This is 

true God whom the Son of God hath given us an 
underſtanding to know; and to be in him in (or 


ou 0 oierve, that che particle, in, according to my inter- 
pre TT, ſigaikes in, in che firſt place, and by, or through, in 
the ſccond, which ſeems 1mprobable in the ſame verſe. To 
nich it may be juſtly anſwered, that the following inſtances 
anten adly prove the ſame u'e of the particle in, Acts xvii. 31. 
"Wi 185 "nf by that man; here the ſame particle () in 13 uſed 
for in, and by, in the fame verſe : fee likewiſe Epheſ. iii. 21, 
: TheT 1. 4. 1 John iv. 9g. and fo likewiſe in the preſent text, 
270 2 e 43 TW de are, in the true one by his Son. Again, 
u ooferve that tae manuſcripts which read the true God, in- 
22d of, /im that 15 true, omit the repetition of this particle; 
22; thereby making the words, his Son Jeſus Chriſt, expla- 
tatory of the i immediately foregonny words, him that is true; 
gently determining the latter to mean, as they reall 
>ther perſon but Jeſus Chriſt. Au. It is allowed that 
me copies omit : 7w in the ſecond place; but what follows 
from rence 3 ? why, then the ſtris interpretation of the Greek 
words muſt be this, „ Tu arbns $14.9 GUTE T2 NT l r); 5 and we 
we in his true Son Jeſus Chriſt, namely, the Son of the true 
200 mentioned | Juſt os fore, and to whom, 57 neceſſarily re- 
s which is parallel to thoſe paſſages, where Chriſt is ſaid to 
diſeiples, and his difci ples in him. 
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by) his Son, this is eternal life. Thus ver. 1x, 
of this chap. This is the record that God hath 
given to us eternal life, and this life is in (by, or 
through) his Son. Your interpretation ſeems to 
my underſtanding groſs confuſion, eſpecially when 
compared with your avowed principles in other 
paſſages: by the word, God, in the firſt ſentence 
of the veric, you mean the perſon of the Father; 
(Con of God) him that is true, or the true God in the 
next ſentence means, according to your profeſſed 
diſtinction in ſeveral parts of your anſwer, Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt ; again, true God in the laſt 
ſentence. means the perſon of the Son, being one 
with the Father. It is indeed impoſſible to defend 


the Athanaſian doctrine, without infinitely abſurd | 


interpretations of holy Scripture. 


You thus go on: © the following queſtion, | 
(namely, how God can be one, if other beings, | 
more particularly Chriſt, may be juſtly called Gods? 


Appeal, p. 40. 2d edit.) ſuppoſes a diſtinction not 
true in fact; a diſtinction between the true God as 


ſupreme, and inferior beings actually allowed to be | 
Gods. Whereas the apoſtle, Gal. iv. 8. affirms | 
them to be by nature no Gods: and plainly gives 
us to underſtand the ſame, Rom. i. 25. of every | 
creature of however ſo high a rank, or degree, | 


to whom divine worſhip hath been impiouſly giv- 
en by men. God therefore is called ſupreme (b 
men indeed, unwarranted by ſcripture language) 
not with regard to inferior Gods, who have no be 


ing, as ſuch, in nature, but with regard to his {u- | 


preme ſovereignty over the whole univerſe, And 
he is allo called the one, or only God, not compa- 
ratively with regard to thoſe beings improper!y, 
or falſely ſo called; but abſolutely and exclulive!y 


of the pretenſions of any other being to that cha- 
8 5 racter: 
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racer : but Chriſt the Son is called God in as high 
and as abſolute a ſenſe as the Father, unleſs we 
abſurdly ſuppoſe the ſame word in the ſame ſen- 
tence, John 1. 1. to mean without the leaſt inti- 
mation of any ſolid reaſon, two infinitely different 
ideas, at the ſame time: and you ailow a propor- 
tionable worſhip paid to the Son. But God in the 
firſt commandment, and frequently elſewhere, hath 
abſolutely excluded the belief of any other God 
beſides himſelf. And Carift himſelf adopts the 
words of Moſes, and declares, Mark ii. 29, 
Hear, O Iſrael, the Lord our God, is one Lord, 
thereby abſolutely excluding not only all other gods, 


but all other lords. Can there then any warrant of 


the one ſupreme God, be hence collected for our 
allowing the character of an inferior God to any 
being? Does the New Teſtament imply any ſuch 
thing? if not, and yet Chriſt is repreſented as God 
and one with the Father, and divine worſhip is 
aſcribed to him, we muſt unavoidably, to preſerve 
the unity of God ſo ſtrongly inculcated, believe him 
to be with the Father, the one ſupreme God.” 
P- 63, 64. ; 

Anſ. My queſtion naturally ariſes from a plain 
ſcripture fact, Moſes, Angels, and Chriſt being cal- 
led Gods, and conſequently muſt be allowed to be 


juſtly ſo ſtiled; and at the ſame time it is very con- 


ſiſtently maintained by the ſacred writers, that there 
is but one God the Father, which muſt neceſſarily 
ſignify the chief or ſupreme God; (ſupreme is the 
true import Of a/mighty, (TX%vTXpaTEp) and of the 
my, High, and ſo a ſcripture expreſſion) and con- 
ſequently God is ſtiled ſupreme, not only upon ac- 
count of his ſovereignty over the univerſe, but 
likewiſe comparatively. with regard to inferior be- 
ings who have been ſtiled Gods. Is he not called 

M2 the 


— — — ̃ — i co — 
= — — 
pays oy” 2 2 — 3 2 __ — 


[ 264 4 
the Grd of Gods, and Lord of Lords? and does not 
St. Paul declare, that zho' there are Gods many, 
yet to us there is but one God the Father ? You have 
the misfortune to be frequently anſwered by plain 
ſcripture expreflions. As to Galat. iv. 8. St. Paul 
is ſp-aking to heathen converts, who had worſhip- 
ped gods who never exiſted in nature. But what 
relation has this to Chriſt, who actually received 
power and dominion from the one ſupreme God? 
So likewiſe Rom. i. 25. the apoſtle is exprefly ſet- 
ting forth the idolatry of the Romans, who ſerved 
the creature more than the Creator. But how does 
this prove, that Chriſt, though inferior to God, 
muſt be excluded from all worſhip, when we find 
it a plain matter of fact that God himſelf hath 


appointed Chrift to be worſhipped as Mediator? 
But this point ſhall be more particularly explained 
in its proper place. Our Lord has juſtly adopted 
the ſolemn words of Mofes, Mark -xii. 29. Hear, 
O I/rae!, the Lord our God is one Lord; which de- 
claration neceſſarily implies, that there is but one 
ſupreme God and Lord, with which the higheſt ti- 
tles and attributes given to Chriſt, are perfecty 
conſiſtent: he is a God and a Lord, but moſt cer. 


a 


tainly in an inferior ſenſe, if the determination ot 
Chriſt himſelf and the apoſtles be of any weight. 
The former has expreſsly maintained the notion o. 
an inferior God; and the latter have aſſured us, that | 
God made him Lord: ſo that the unity of God} 
which 1 agres with you is ſtrongly and frequent) 
inculcated, ſtands upon a ſolid foundation, thous" 
Chriſt is ſtiled a God and Lord; and the worlh? | 
aſcribed to him, is declared to. be to the glory et 


Gad the Father, as ſhall be more particularly e. 


plained under the article of worſhip. The fit 


commandment, Thou ſhalt have no other gods but 
: me, 
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me, neceſſarily excludes any perſon or being from 


beng God in as high a ſenſe as the perſon, who 


there profeſſes himſelf the one only God ; bur 
this is conſiſtent, according to Scripture, with the 
title of God being aſcribed to other perſons, and 
particularly Chriſt, in an interior ſenſe. I muſt 
remind you of the grols abſurdity of ſuppoſing 
the word me in the firſt commandment to ſignify 
more perſons than one; Me, according to your 
notion, when reduced to plain fenſe and Engliſh, 
nece{firily means «s three, namely, Father, Son, 
nk Holy Ghoſt. A doctrine that requires this 

ibly abſurd interpretation, is as certainly falſe 
as God is true. | 

It is obſervable, that you have given no anſwer 

5 thit plain argument . deduced from other in- 
Rances of Scripture to prove, that the one or on- 
ly God are expreſſions 1n Scripture, which ſignify 
the chief or ſupreme God. I commend you for 
your ſilence z the argument is really unanſwerable. 
Ste appeal, p. 40. 24 edit. 

In my comments upon ſome paſſages in the Re- 
velations, I took notice of Alpha and Omega, the 
frſt and the laſt as a character applied to Chriſt, 
Revcl. 1, 11e 17, and offered my reaſons, why this 
title cannot be underſtood in as high a ſenſe, as 

hen applied to the Father. 

Upon this you obſerve, that“ no perſon of 
common ſenſe can conceive two firſts and two laſts.” 
P. FN 

es certainly, any perſon of common ſenſe 
may Conceive firſt and laſt in different ſenſes, and 
the context plainly determines an eſſential difference 
in the application: but pray, Sir, does not your 
ſchcme neceſſarily imply two firſts and two laſts ? 
for, ſurely, the Father is one perſon, and the Son 
M 2 is 


is another perſon, who are both ſtiled firſt and laſt, 
and conſequently, the abſurdity you would fix upon 
the notion of two firſts and two laſts, falls upon 
your own hypotheſis; which ſhould induce you 
for the honour of Scripture to interpret theſe 
words in a different ſenſe, when applied to the Fa- 
ther and the Son, as, indeed, we are warranted 
by the paſſages themſclves, and which entirely re- 
move all appearance of abſurdity. 1 obſerved in 
the Appeal, that the title of Alpha and Omega, 
when applied to the Father, muſt be interpreted in 
an higher ſenſe, than when applied to the Son, 
becaule the Father has the additional character of 
ewhich is, and which was, and which is to come, the 
Almighty, which is never aſcribed. to Chriſt, I 
likewiſe explained the ſenſe, in which Chriſt is 
ſtiled firſt and laſt, agreeably to the context, and 
other paſſages of Scripture. See Appeal, 2d edit. 
p. 41, 42. You have given no aniwer to this 
plain account of our Saviour's being {tiled firſt and 
laſt, drawn from Scripture : but you have laboured 
very hard to ſhew that the 8th verſe is applied to 
Chriſt ; and it muſt be owned, that you have ſaid 
ſomething new to prove your point, which ſhall be 
diſtinctly conſidered. | 

You obſerve, that glory is aſcribed to Chriſt 
after the ſolemn ſalutation to the ſeven churches, 
which could not be done in derogation to God the 
Father, and therefore it muſt imply St. John's 
giving it to the Father as well as Chriſt; and con- 
ſequently, Chriſt and the Father, according to the 
conſtant doctrine of this apoſtle, are one and the 
ſame.” p. 63. | 

Anſ. That gory is ſometimes aſcribed to our 
bleſſed Saviour in Scripture, is readily acknow- 
ledged, as J have fairly produced in the Appeal 
N ever) 
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every inſtance of it, and particularly this very dox- 
ology : but when you inter that the Father and 
Chriſt are one being, according to the conſtant 
doctrine of this apoſtle, you inter without the au- 
thority of the apoſtle, who never delivered any 
ſuch doctrine ; and the glory afcribed to Chriſt in 
this particular inſtance, is expreſsly founded upon 
his humiliation, and having loved us and waſhed 
us from our fins in his own blood, and upon hav- 
ing made us kings and prieſts unto God and his 
Father: that glory and dominion ſhould be given 
to the ſupreme Father upon any ſuch account, is 
abſolutely impoſſible and infinitely abſurd ; and to 
imagine that Chriſt is one and the ſame being with 
his God and Father, is groſs contuſion, and turns 
the apoſtle's words into ridicule. You are obliged 
to own, that Chriſt is not only mentioned di- 
ſtinctly from the Father, under a peculiar charac- 
ter, but the diſtinction is ſtill more remarkable, as 
the ſeven ſpirits are mentioned between the Father 
and Chriſt; and conlequently, no unprejudiced 
perſon can poſſibly imagine the Father and Chrift 
to be one and the ſame from this deſcription, who 
are ſo remarkably diftinguiſhed from each other by 
pecuſiar characters. But notwithſtanding all the 
apoſtle's care to ſecure the ſupremacy of the one 
God and Father ot all, and the diftin& and infe- 
rior characters of the ſeven ſpirits, and Chriſt Je- 
ſus, you have invented an interpretation to make 
them one being. Grace be unto you and peace from 
him <which is, and which was, and which is io come. 
You interpret which 1s, if I underſtand you right- 
ly, of the Father, which was, of Chriſt, and 
Which is to come, of Chriſt, and the Holy Spirir. 
The evidence you produce to ſupport your inter- 
pretation is this: “ the firſt, namely, which is, is 
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expreſly given by Molcs to Jehovah ;- the ſecond, 
namely, which was, is given by St. John in his 
Goipel, chap. i. 1. and in his firſt epiſtle, chap, 
1. 2. diſtinctly to the Son; as allo the third by 
the ſame apoſtle is aſcribed to Chriſt to point out 
his character of the expected Meſſias, which was 
to come into the world: in which laſt alſo is im- 
plied the Holy Spirit; who, according to the pro- 
miſe of Chriſt, John xiv. 16. Xv. 26.—xvi. J, 8, 
13. was to come to lead his diſciples into all truth.” 
SS. -. 

Anſ. The falutation according to this ſenſe, will 
run thus : Grace be unto you and peace from Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt ; and from the Holy 
Ghoſt; and from Jeſus Chriſt. Here the Holy 
Ghoſt and Chriſt are twice mentioned, firſt in the 
general deicription, and next particularly by their 
reſpective characters; whereas the Father is taken 
no rotice of by his peculiar. character, and only 
briefly hinted at by the character of, which is, in 
the general deſcription. If St. John had enter- 
tained the ſame notion with you upon this impor- 
tant point, he would certainly have firit given a 
general deſcription of the Godhead, as compre- 
hending Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, and then 
he would have diſtinctly ſpecificd each particular 
perſon by his peculiar character. In order to ob- 
viate this you ſay, that the Father is ſufficiently | 
ſpecified by the peculiar name he g'ves of himſelf I 
to Moles. Anſ. But were not the other two equaliy 
ſpecified, according to your ſenſe. by, vs, ans is | 
to come? and thereiore there could be no more 
reaſon to deſcribe the Son and Holy Spirit by their 
pecultar characters than the Father. That the apo: 
tile ſhould make ſuch Night mention of the ſu- 
preme Father upon this ſolemn occaſion, is im- 

poſſible 
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poſſible to be conceived, and is really contradicted 
by the firſt verſe of this chapter, where he gives 


an account of the perſons immediately concerned 


in this wonderful prophecy. The Revelation of 
Jeſs Chriſt, which Gd gave unto him, and he ſent 
ad ſeenified it by bis angel unto his ſervant John. 
The ſupreme God and Father of all is the original 
author of this Revelation, Chriſt is the perſon, 
to whom the Revelation was communicated by 
God, and the angel is the perſon employed by 
Chriſt to communicate it to John. Beſides, Him 
which 15, and which was, and which 1s to come, ne- 
ceſſarily fignifies, according to common ſenſe and 
all the rules of every language I am acquainted 
with, the fame one individual perſon. * If theſe 
words denot- three perſ>ns, the ule of language 
muſt be deſtroyed z in which caſe a Revelation in 
writing muft be uſeleſs, becaule impoſſible to be 
underſtood; and conlequently, St. John intended 
to deteribe the lupreme God and Father of all by 
the character of him which is, and which was, and 
which is to come, remarkably diſtinguiſhed from the 
leven ſpirits, and from Jeſus Chriſt. 

Whether this ſolemn deſcription of the Father 
refers to the character God gave of himſelf to 
Moſes, or not, 'is far from being certain. The 
late learned Biſhop Hare has offered conſiderable 
evidence to ſhew, that I am that I am has no re- 
la on to the neceſſary exiſtence of the ſupreme 
B-ing, as it has been commonly imagined, but 
was intend. d to expreſs his peculiar regard for the 
8 Acre TE O wy, 5 %, Kath © S i- If the apoſtle had intended 


your ſenſe, he would have ſaid, Axe ru 6 wi, xd aro T2 0 n, xas 
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anceſtors of the Jewiſh people. See Hare's Pro- 
legomena to his edition of the Hebrew pſalms. 

To interpret was, by Chriſt upon account of 
what is ſaid of him, John i. 1. And 757 come, by 
Chriſt and the Holy Spirit, becauſe the Meſſias 
was to come into the world, and the Holy Spirit 
was promiſed by Chriſt to lead Chriſtians into all 
truth, has a natural tendency to turn the Scripture 
into ridicule, and to make any thing of any 
thing. 

You think that verſe 8th, muſt be applied to 
Chriſt, becauſe the 7th verſe is a deſcription of his 
ſecond coming, and the laſt words, namely, which 
is to come, naturally refer to this deſcription. 

Anf. Though the 7th verſe, is maniteſtly a de- 
ſcription of Chriſt's ſecond coming, yet a full pe- 
riod is concluded with Amen, directly contrary to 
what you would inſinuate, as if the following 
words were a continuation of the expreſſive Amen 
of Chriſt, even /o, Amen. Now, it is very un- 
certain, whether theſe words were ſpoke by Chriſt, 
or not ; or admitting they were, the period is fully 
concluded: whoever, was the ſpeaker, even /o, 
Amen, was deſigned to ſet forth the certainty of 
Chriſt's coming, to judgment; then the one ſu- 
preme Almighty Being, is very properly intro- 
duced, as ſpeaking in his own perſon, under the 
lofty character of which is, which was, and which 
3s to come, the Almighty, In order to give mankind 
the ſtrongeſt aſſurance, that this great event wil 
be accompliſhed, as the one ſupreme God, who 
hath all power in his hands, hath promiſed to make 


it good. As to the expreſſion, which is to come, 
on which you lay a very great ſtreſs, as referring to 


Chriſt's ſecond coming, it is meer imagination, 


without the leaſt evidence to ſupport it. 
You 
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You go on to maintain, © that the title of Lord, 
which the ſpeaker attributes to himſelf, in the 8th 
ver. ages y ſhews Chriſt to be the perſon, as he 
has this ti le given him, through cvery part of the 
New Teſtament.” 

An. True, Chriſt is frequently ſtiled Lord, but 
never Lord Almighty, in any other paſſage of the 

New Teſtament, as you are obliged to grant, 

Upon the whole, your expoſition introduces 
nothing but groſs confuſion, into the 1ſt chap. of 
Revel. Let it be reviewed: you interpret which 
is, of the Father, which was, of the Son, and 
which is to come, of the Son and Holy Ghoſt. 
ver. 4. Again, you labour to ſhew that the 8th 
ver. is applied to Chriſt, that is, Chriſt is the 
perſon which is, which was, and which is to come. 
That this exalted character in the 4th ver. ſhould 
ſignify three perſons, and in the 8th ver. ſhould 
nity one perſon, is one inſtance of palpable ab- 
ſurdity, among many others, in which the Atha- 
naſian cauſe 1s neceſſarily involved; neither is this 
abſurdity evaded by your obſervation, that“ as 
the three perſons partake of the ſame common 
nature, the whole deſcription is applicable to all, 
and each of the perſons.” This depends upon the 
ſuppoſition, that St. John had the ſame notions 
with you, about the Nature, or Eſſence, of the 
three Perſons, which is entirely void of the leaſt 
. of evidence, St. John having never ſaid 

e ſyllable, relating to this famous theological 
Git tion. 

On the other hand, let St. John be his own in- 
terpreter, and his ſenſe appears rational and con- 
ſiſtent. In the firſt verſe, he gives a clear account 
0: the perſons concerned in this wonderful Revela- 
tion; God, Chriſt, an Angel, and St. John; 

which 
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which points out the reaſon, why God is ſome. 
times repreſented, as ſpeaking in his own perſon, 
ſometimes Chriſt, ſometimes the Angel, and ſome- 
times John. Ver. 4. He begins his ſalutation to 
the Churches, with wiſhing all bleſſing from bir, 
which is, wich) was, and which is ta come, expreſs- 
ly diſtinguiſhed trom the ſeven Spirits, and from 
Chriſt; and conſequently, the Perſon, to whom 
this grand character 1s applied, can be no other 
than God, who gave the Revelation to Chriſt, 
which character is applied to the Perſon of the Fa- 
ther only, in every other paſſage where it occurs, 
See chap. iv. 8. xi. 17. xvi. 5. And the term, 
Almighty, 1s in Scripture language, always applied 
to the Father only. It is with utmoſt propriety 
that God himſelf is introduced in the firſt place, 
ver. 8. as ſpeaking in his own perſon, in order to 
eftabliſh the ſtrongeſt aſſurance, of the important 
events, contained in this wonderful book. 

Before I diſmiſs this article, it is proper to con- 
ſider what you have ſaid to ſhew, that the title of 


Almighty is due to Chriſt, though you own, when 


hriſt is particularly mentioned, that it is never 
applied to him. You refer to “ Iſaiah vi. 5. 
Zechar. xii. 5,10. as pointing out Chriſt according to 
the application of St. John xi. 41.—Xix. 34, 37. 10 
that the Lord of Hoſts is Chriſt. And that the Lord 
of Hoſts is the fame with the Lord Almighty, is plan 
from his alluding to the2d verſe of the ſame chayter 
of Iſaiah, in the 8th verſe of the 4th chapter of his 
reveiation, and interpreting the words of the pro- 
phet, Holy, Holy, Holy, is the Lord of Hoſts, 
into theſe words, Holy, Holy, Holy Lord Gol 

Almighty.” Page 69. a 
Anſ. That the Lord of Hoſts, is the ſame per- 
ſon with the Lord Almighty, is very true, they 
being titles peculiar to the one ſupreme God, and 
never 
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never applied to Chriſt. But when you infer, from 
comparing Iſaiah vi. 5. with John xii. 41, that 
Chriſt is Lord of Hoſts, (admitting the reading in 
St. John to be right) you draw a concluſion, with 
out any authority from Scripture. The true mean- 
ing of Ifaiah compared with St. John, is evidently 
this: when the Prophet in his viſion, ſaw the 
glory of God the Father revealing to him the 
coming of Chriſt, he then ſaw the glory, wherein 
Chriſt was to be revealed. When the Prophet de- 
clares, that His eyes have ſeen the King, the Lord of 
Hoſts, we mult not imagine that he ſaw the ſupreme 
Father, whom no man hath ſeen, or can ſee, but the 
Son, or an Angel, repreſenting the perſon of the 
inviſible Father. Thus it is ſaid of Moſes and the 
ſeventy elders, Exod. xxiv. 10. that they ſaw the 
God of Iſrael : but we are not to underſtand it, as 
if they ſaw the inviſible Father, but the Son, ormoſt 
probably an Angel, repreſenting God. To ima- 
cine, that St. John intended to repreſent Chriſt as 
the very Lord of Hoſts, is expreſsly contrary to 
the whole tenor of Scripture, and contradicted by 
St. John himſelf in numberleſs texts. Though a 
good account may be given of the Prophet and 
Apoſtle compared together, as the text in St. 
John is commonly read; yet it ought to be ob- 
ſerved, that Beza's double copy, one of the moſt 
antient copies in the chriſtian world, with a few 
more, has it thus; Theſe things ſaid Eſaias, cohen 
he ſaw the glory of God, and ſpat e of him. John xit. 
#1 As to Zechariah xii. 5, 1@.. compared 
with John xix. 34, 37. you would infer, that Chriſt 
is Lord of Hoſts, becauſe, according to a corrupt 
reading of the Hebrew, the Lord of Hoſts ſpeaks 
of himſeif, as being pierced : in this caſe you ought 
t have informed your readers, that the true read- 
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ing of Zechar. xi. 10. is, they ſhall look on bin 
whom they have pierced, which is eaſily demon- 
ſtrated by the citation of St. John himſelf, They 

all look upon him whom they pierced, and is unde. 
niably confirmed by the words of the Prophet im. 
mediately following, and they hall mourn for bin, 
namely, the very perion whom they pierced “. 
With reſpect to Iſaiah vi..3. compared with Kevel. 
iv. 8. it is extremely evident, that the one ſupreme 
God and Father of all is intended by the Prophet 
and Apoſtle, whether we conlider the general tenor 
of Scripture, which has never attributed to Chriſt 
in his own perſon the character of Lord God Al. 
mighty; or whether we regard the expreſs inter- 
pretation of St, John, who repreſents the Lord 
God Almighty as the ſame perſon, who is tiled, 
which was, and is, and is to come, which I have 
already proved is appropriated to the Father; he 
is likewiſe indiſputably the ſame perſon, who ſat on 
the throne, an liveth for ever and ever, ver. . 
Now in the 5th chapter of Revelation, he perſon 
who ſat on the throne, is plainly and particularly 
diſtinguiſhed from Jeſus Chriſt, who is deſcribed 
under the character of a Lamb that was flain. 
Let the 6th, 7th, 13th, and 14th verſes be compar- 
ed, with the 8th and gth verſes of the former chap- 
ter, and it will appear as bright a truth, as it is 
poſſible for words to expreſs, that the Lord God A. 
mighty who ſat on the throne, and liveth for ever and 


ever, is the ſupreme Father, it being abſolutely | 


impoſſible that any other perſon, or being, ſhould 
be intended by St. John, if the moſt ſolemn and 
Cleareſt deſcriptions, have any determinate mean- 


The change of the Hebrew might eaſily hiappen, as it ſup- 
poſes the dropping only of one ſingle letter. Beſides, it is 
cited by the early writers of the church, Look on him. 

ing, 
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nz. Add to this, that the word, God, occurs 
three times in this gth chapter, and neceſſarily 
means the perſon of the Father, ver. 6, 9, 10. 

As you have taken it for granted in the courſe 
of your argument, that the ſeven Spirits before the 
throne, chap. i. ver. 4. are the Holy Spirit, ſo 
no you proceed to offer your reaſons for this 
opinion. Firſt, I will produce my evidence, why 
| think the ſeven Spirits to be ſeven Angels; and 
then I will diſtinctly conſider what you have ſaid 
o prove, that they mean the Holy Ghoſt only. 

It is obſervable, that theſe ſeven Spirits are 
mentioned ſeveral times in this wonderful book, 
becauſe they are employed in various commiſſions, 

et the pa ages be compared: Revel. i. 4. From 
be ah Spirits which are before his throne. chap. 

. Theſe things jaith he, that bath the ſeven 
Grit of God. chap. iv. 5- And there were ſeven 
nps of fire burning before the throne, which are the 
jeven Spirits of God. chap. v. 6. In the midſt of 
e throne ——— and in the midſt of the elders ſtood a 
Lamb as it had been flain, having ſeven horns and 
[ven eyes, which are the ſeven Spirits of God ſent 
forth into all the earth, chap. viii. 2. And I ſaw 
ie [even Angels which ſtood before God, Chap. xv. 
5 0 7. And after that I looked, and behold, the 

'Ple of the tabernacle? of the teſtimony in beaven 
as opened; and the ſeu:n Angels came out of the 
temple. and one of the four Beaſts gave unto the 
den Angels, chap. xvi. 1. And I beard a great 
voice out of the temple, ſaying to the ſeven Angels, 
chap. Xvii. 1. And there came one of the ſeven An- 
gets, which had the ſeven vials, and talked with me. 
chap. xxi. g. And there came unto me one of the 
ſeven Angels which had the ſeven vials full of the 
even laſt plagues, and talked with me. From theſe 
paſſages 
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paſſages compared together, it ſeems highly pro- 
bable, that the ſeven Spirits of God are ſeven 
Angels. As the ſeven Spirits are repreſented be. 
fore the throne of God, ſo the ſeven Angels ſtand 
before God; and the ſeven Angels are likewiſe re- 

reſented as coming, out of the temple in heaven, 
which is another deſcription of the throne of God, 
Thus Luke i. 19. the angel Gabriel ſpeaks of him. 
ſelf, I am Gabriel that ſtand in the preſence of Cad, 
as the {even Spirits, or Angels, are repreſented in . 
Revelation. Thus likewiſe, Tobit xii. 15. the. 
angel Raphael ſpeaks of himſelf, I am Raphael one 
of the ſeven holy Angels, which jreſent the prayers of 
the ſoints, and which go in and out before the glory 
of the Holy One. 

On the other hand, you labour to ſhew, that 
the ſeven Spirits mean the Holy Gholt : in order 
to prove your point, you maintain that this ſalu- 
tation, Revel. i. 4. is a prayer. You diſtin- 
guiſh prayers into two ſorts, direct and indirect: 
the Lord's Prayer, with all invocations of this 
kind, you eſteem of the former fort; The grace of 
our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the love of God, and the fel- 
lowſhip of the Holy Ghoſt, you produce as an in- 
ſtance of the latter fort; to which you add, Gen. 
XXViti. 28.—xxvili. 2.” Page 70. 

Anf. What you call an indirect prayer, cannot 
with propriety be thought praying at all, which 15 
always directed to the object invoked : whereas 1n- 
direct prayers, as you ſtile them, are addreſſed to 
the perſons themſelves, in whoſe behalf the bleſs- 
ings are deſired, as you are obliged to grant; 
which points out an eſſential difference, between a 
ſolemn and pious wiſh for bleſſings from God, ad- 
dreſſed to the perſons themſelves, and a prayer di- 


rectly offered up to God for the obtaining of = 
| Then 
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When Iſaac ſays, God give thee of the dew of 
heaven can this be thought of the ſame im- 
port, as if he had offered up a prayer to God, 
namely, I beg of thee, O Lord God, to give a 
blefing to my Son? — It is true, in Tk a pious. 
wiſh, the divine power is plainly acknowledged; 
by what I inſiſt upon is, that God himſelf is not 
directly invoked, and conſequently, it cannot be 
thought praying to God. We are both agreed, 
that it is unlawful to pray to Angels, but it may 
be very proper to wiſh bleſſings from good Angels, 
becauſe they are employed as miniſters of the 
chriſtian church. If one Chriſtian ſhould ſay to 
his Fellow-chriſtians, May the good Angels attend 
youz can this be thought praying to Angels? 
which undeniably ſhews the great difference be- 
tween prayers and ſolemn wiſhes. As therefore I 
have plainly proved, rhat the ſeven Spirits before 
the throne, Revel. i. 4. are ſeven Angels, it neceſ- 
arily follows that this ſalutation is not a prayer, 
hit a {ole mn wiſh, the wan of Angels being 
xpreſsly forbidden in this very book. From 

Ynence it ſeems highly probable, that the ſaluta- 
tions in the beginning of molt of the epiſtles, are 
not prayers, but pious wiſhes of grace and favour 
irom God and Chriſt, 

What you urge to prove that theſe ſalutations 
are prayers, is this : ** St. Paul exhorts Timothy 
in this maune r, 1 Tim. ii. 1. J exbert, therefore, 
that Frſt of all ſupplications, praycrs, interceſſions, 
and {ivinr of thanks be made for all men. Now is 
it to be ſuppo! ed that the Apoſtle would command 
Are to do, what he did not give an example 

| himſelt ? Can it be imagined, that, when he 
An of him, as the firſt ching to be Jude in the 
dilcharge of his duty, to offer up pray ers for all 
men; 
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men; that he himſelf in the beginning of his ſeve- 
ral epiſtolary exhortations, would negle& to do 
the ſame, in the behalf of thoſe to whom he 
r 

Anſ. The deſign of St. Paul in giving this ex. 
hortation to Timothy, was not to ſhew the duty of 
beginning every diſcourſe with prayer, but it was 
to inſtruct him as being a miniſter of Chriſt, that 
In the public aſſemblies of chriſtians, prayers and 
giving of thanks, ſhould be offered up for all men. 
it by no means follows from hence, that the ſalu- 
tations in the beginning of St. Paul's epiſtles, muſt 
be interpreted as prayers. He very often exhorts 
chriſtians to the duty of prayer; he frequently 
ſpeaks of his praying for them, and likewiſe for 
particular perſons: not that he always ſets down 
the very forms he made ule of, but tells them it 
was his uſual cuſtom to offer up conſtant prayers, 
and thankſgivings. After the ſalutation, the A- 
poſtle generally acquaints his chriſtian converts, 
that he gives thanks to God for them, and that he 
prays for them, that he makes mention of them in 
his prayers, and conſequently, he cannot be ſup- 
poſed to have been wanting in the duty of praying 
for them, though the ſalutations be not prayers. 
Certain it is, that the ſalutation of St. John in the 
beginning of Revelation, is of the ſame. kind with 
thoſe of St. Paul; and as I have proved the for- 
mer not to be a prayer, ſo likewiſe it follows, that 
the latter are not prayers. 

You proceed to ſhew, that the ſeven Spirits bg- 
nify the Holy Ghoft, only from Zechar. iv. 2, 6, 9. 
The argument you deduce from hence is to this 
effect: The ſeven lamps in the 2d verſe are ex- 
preſs'y ſaid to be 2e eyes of the Lord, and in the 
Revelation, the eyes of the Lamb, which run 10 and 


: fro 
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o through the whole earth. Now in the 6th verſe 
"the Angel interpreter, in anſwer to the Prophet's 
enquiry, tells him what is meant by this emblema- 
tical repreſentation 3 This is, ſays he, the word of 
the Lord o Zerubbabel, ſaying, not by might, nor by 
peever, but by my Spirit, ſaith the Lord of Hoſts. 
And therefore, the ſeveral emblematical expreſ- 
ſions, both in the Prophet and the Apoſtle, do 
| WH plainly denote the univerſal influences of the divine 
Spirit.“ | 
Anſ. The deſign of the Angel interpreter in 
. theſe words, was not to unfold the particular mean- 
. WH ing of the ſeven lamps, but to ſhew that Zerubba- 
Fil bel's ſuccels in building the Jewiſh tempie, did not 
4 
1 
U 


depend upon worldly power, but the providence of 
God, expreſſed here by bis Spirit. The preciſe 
meaning of the ſeven lamps is explained, ver. 10. 
by the eyes of the Lord, which run to and fro 
through the whole earth, and which probably are 
the ſame with the ſeven Spirits mentioned in the 


e Revelation. Then the Prophet, upon receiving 
| WH this information, proceeds to aſk the meaning of 
1 the two olive trees. 
"el! It is obſcrved in the Appeal, that in all the ſub- 
- WH #quent adorations to God and the Lamb, there is 
- W 79 inſtance of any ſort of worſhip paid to the 
h been Spirits, though expreſsly ſaid to be preſent 
r. zt che lame time. 
i* On the other hand, you alledge it as an undoubted 
fad, that theſe ſeven Spirits are never once men- 
a W ton-d, as joining in any act of worſhip, though 
. WW cry creature of God through the whole univerſe, 
is W 15 iiequently deſcribed as worſhipping God and the 
x. Lamb. And therefore, you infer from the ſup— 
he poſition of worſhip being paid to the ſeven Spirits 
14 in the ſalutation, that this ſilence ſhould induce us 
70 f N 2 to 
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to conclude, wherever afterwards the ſame deſcrip: 
tion of the Deity occurs, recciving adoration and 
praiſe, theſe emblematical repreſentatives of the 
Holy Spirit, are implied as a joint object of wor. 
ſhip.” Pages 73> 74+ 

Anſ. What i is advanced 1n the Appeal, is a plain 
matter of fact, which you cannot deny: on the 
other hand, you exprels yourſelf very politively, 

that theſe ſeven Spirits are never once mentioned, 
as joining in any act of worſhip, though every 
other creature frequently is. Upon a review the 
direct contrary appears extremely probable, Let 
the 6th verſe of the 5th chapter, be compared with 
8th, r1th, 12th, and 13th verſes of the ſame chap- 
ter: And I beveld, and lo in the midſt of the throw, 
and of the four beaſts, and in the miaſt of the elders, 
flood a Lamb as it had been flain, having ſeven horns 
and ſeven eyes, which are the ſeven Spirits of God, 
ſent forth into all th: earth, ver. 6. The four beaſss 
and four and twenty elders are repreſented as falling 
"gown before the Lamb. ver. 8. And J beheld, and 
I heard the voice of many Angels round about 
the throne, and the beaſts and the elders 
ſaying, With a loud voice, worthy is the Lamb that 
was ſlain to receive power: —— ver. 12. And every 
creature which is in heaven and on the earth =—— is 

1 as joining in this folemn act, ver. 13. 
The leven Spirits are mentioned with the beaſts 
and the elders in the midſt of the throne. The 
beaſts and the elders firſt worſhip the Lamb, and 
then it is exprelsly ſaid, that many Angels round 
avout the throne, and every creature in heaven 
and on the earth, join in this ſo mn act. Now 
what reaſon can be aſſigned, why the ſeven Spirits 
of God ſhould be e; ecepted out of the number of 
wor:hippers, when they Were juſt before repre- 
| ſented 
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ſented about the throne ? As I have plainly proved 
them to be Angels, they are certainly included in 
the many Angels round about the throne, who 
worſhipped God and the Lamb. Upon the whole, 
as no inſtance of worſhip is paid to the ſeven 
Spirits, ſo 1t appears that they are repreſented as 
worſhippers of God and the Lamb. As to your 
ſuppoſition, that the ſeven Spirits as being the em- 
blematical repreſentatives of the Holy Ghoſt, are 
implied as a joint object of every act of worſhip, 
recorded in the Revelation; this only proves the 
fore diſtreſs you labour under to ſupport the Atha- 
naſian cauſe, it being abſolutely incredible, that 
St. John ſhould intend the Holy Ghoſt as an object 
of worſhip, of which he has not ſaid one word; 
God and the Lamb, are the only perſons expreſsly 
mentioned, to whom religious worſhip is atiri- 
buted. 8 

Tou conclude this article with obſerving, in 
direct oppoſition to St. Peter's ſolemn determina- 
1190, „that Chriſt was not made Lord, and main- 
tain that he is Lord and King, in as high and ab- 
ſolute a ſenſe as the Father, who freely imparted to 
him from all eternity his dominion. - The almigh- 
ty Son, reccived his almighty power eternally, 
from his almighty Father, and therefore with him 
is the almighty God, whoſe kingdom is from ever- 
laſting to everlaſting.” Pages 74, 75: 

An. Your high tlown language is not warrant- 
ed by Scripture, as I have demonſtratively proved: 
and remarkable it 1s, that your own language ne- 
ceſlarily implies the inferiority of Chriſt to al- 
mighty God, at the very time that you labour very 
hard to make him ſtrictly equal: for if the Father 
frecly imparted to the Son his dominion and power; 
and if the Son received his almighty power from 
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the Father, it neceſſarily follows that he is inferior 
to the Father. Common ſenſe points out an eſſen- 
tial difference between the free giver and receiver; 
the former muſt certainly bz acknowledged to be 
ſuperior. 

With reſpe& to part of your next paragraph, 
we are both agreed, that Chriſt will at the conſum- 
mation of all chi gs, reſiza the kingdom into the 
hands of his Father, from whom he received it, 
which again dem” oft: ates his inſcriority to the 
Father: the Apoltie lays, that God may be all in 
al, that is, God will then govern without a media- 
tor; on the other hand, you take care to conclude, 
according to your cuſtom, let the premiſes be what 
they will, that the three perſons may appear to be 
one God, which notion I have abundantly con- 
futed. 

The attributes of God are next to be con- 
ſidered. 

You obſerve in general with regard to God's 
attributes, at they cannot be aſcribed to Chriſt 
in any ſenſe at all, unleſs in the fame high and ab- 
ſolute ſenſe in which they are aſcribed to the Father, 
For all the attributes of God, are eſſentially ap- 
propriate to the divine nature, and therefore unde- 
niably incommunicable: no leſs therefore, than 
God can be ſaid to enjoy en to aſcribe them in 
an inferior degree to any other, is to ſuppoſe them 
to be, not only communicated, but to be what they 
are, and leſs than what they are at the ſame time: 
a contradiction, which cannot be got over by any 
man living.“ Page 81 

Anſ. Here you take it for granted, that Chrii 
has the ſame divine nature with the Father, and 
conſequently, the fame eſſential perfections, which 
is evidently begging the point in queſtion 3 — 
5 | nen 
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then you fairly prove, that Chriſt muſt have the 
ſame atrributes with the Father, and in as high a 
ſenſe, when you have firſt ſuppoſed that they are 
individually the ſame, which indeed is makin 
Chriſt the ſame perſon with the Father. Again, 
you are guilty of an expreſs contradiction: you 
ſuppoſe the attributes of God to be incommuni- 
cable, that 1s, not poſſible to be communicated to 
any other being, which doubtleſs is very true; no 
perſon, or being, can poſlivly be poſſeſſed of the 
ſome eſſential perfecions with the one ſupreme God; 
and yet you expre'sly allow, that Chriſt received 
his knowledge from the F ather and conſequently, 
you make an attribute of God capable of being 
communicated. On the other hand, you firſt ſup- 
poſe me to aſſert, that Chriſt has the attributes of 
God, and then to maintain that he has them in an 
inferior ſenſe : whereas I have uniformly profeſſed, 
and have clearly proved, that Chriſt cannot poſſi- 
bly be thought to have the ſame eſſential perfec- 
tions with the F acher, becauſęe our Saviour has un- 
deniably declared, in vaſt numbers of paſſages, 
that he himſelf, 4 all his powers and attributes, 
were derived from the Father; and with regard to 
lome particular pe riections, he has abſo utely dil- 

claimed all pretenſions of poſſeſſing them in as high 

a ſenſe as the Father: and you yourſelf muſt ac- 
a dge, that Chriſt is not ſelt-exiſtent, but is 
derived from the Father, which conceſſion demon- 
ſtrativcly overthrows the whole of what you are 
contending for under this head. For how can 
Chriſt have the ſame artributes, and the ſame per- 
fections with the Father, if he confeſſedly wants 
elf exiſtence, and abſolute independence, which 
3 the grand and eſſential perfection of the one 
preme God! 
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With reſpect to the 6 of knowledge, there 
are all the texts fairly produced in the Appeal, 
p. 45. 2d edit. which are uſually alledged in proof 
of Chriſt's omn ſcience, or knowing all things, 
John ii. 24. 750 Xvi. 30. Revel. ii. 23. It is 
there obſerved, that theſe texts could not be in- 
tended to ſet forth the knowledge of Chriſt, in as 
extenſive a degree as the knowledge of the Father, 
becauſe our Saviour himſelf has plainly told us, 
that he did not know the day of judgment. As 
to John ii. 24. it is juſtly ſaid, that St. John 
plainly ſpeaks of Jeſs as a min who knew all 
men, without talcing the leaſt notice of his extra- 
ordinary periections, and therefore he could eaſily 
diſcern waom he could truſt; Jeſus did not com- 
mit hini{c]f unto them, becauſe he knew all mens 
and this is no more than the Apoſtles were enabled 
by the Spirit of God to do, as to ſome particular 
per ſons, upon ſeveral occaſions. 

Wh anſwer the former part of this, by aſſerting 
the d rect contrary without any pr roof As to the 
latter part, you obſcrve, that the Apoſtles were 
enabled by 1155 Spirit of God to know men: (of 
which I had taken expreſs notice) whereas Chriſt's 
Knowied! ge, though he received it from the Father, 
is as c. -uly, and as properly his own, as it is the 
Father's Sy and as perfect too, becauſe he received 
it from the Father. 

Pu When the e AP oſtles were poſſeſſed of the 
knowledge of men's hearts upon ſome particu! ar 
oceaſions, that knowledge was as much their own 
as any other knowle.! e; unleſs you will maintain 
this rar ty, that no knowledge can be {tiled our 
Own, it we derive it from another perſon; in which 
caſe, the know! edge of a ſcholar cannot be called 


his on, becaule he received it from a maſter, But 
vou 
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you contradict yourſelf in the very next words, 
for you aſſert that Chriſt's knowledge is rroperly 
his own, though he received it from the Father, 
and yet you will not allow the Apoſtles knowledge 
to be their own, becauſe they received it from the 
Holy Spirit. Again, you maintain that Chriſt's 
knowledge is as perfect as the Father's, for that 
very _ becauſe he received it from the Fa- 
ther. This depends upon the ſuppoſition, that 
the Father cannot communicate any knowledge to 
the Son, without communicating the whole he pot- 
ſeſſes himſelf, and will equaily prove that all be- 
inas, who have received knowlegde from the 
Father, have it in as perfect a manner as the Fa- 
ther, becauſe they received it from him. Has not 
God formed variety of creatures, to whom he has 
wp )ar:ed different powers and attributes ? He has 
a'ven Chriſt more extenſive knowledge, than any 
ee, But that Chriſt's perfections are in- 
ferior to the Father's, unde mably appears from 
| __ that he received them from the Father, and 
they arg repreſented as inferior, by Chriſt and his 
Aroltles, To prove your point, you quote, John 
Evi. , 48 IWhen the i it of Trith is come, 
he wii! guide you into all 7 ruth ; for he fhell not 
oy 4 hb mſelf , but woah cever te Hall hear, theot 
nh he ſreak, "and be «ill fhew veu things to come, 
, Pall gl riſh me, for be ſhall receive of mine, and 


/ ec is unto yon; all things that the Father hat5 
are nie therefore I ſaid, that he ball tate of mine, 
and roll ſpew it unto you. Upon this you obſerve, 


U1at the Holy Spirit“ is to glority the Son, becauſe 
he is to r:ceive from him the further knowledge 
to be imparted to his Diſciples, even the certain 
knowledg re of future events 55 Which the Son calls 
his own, Now the know wledge of ſuture cvents, 
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is one of the higheſt inſtances of divine omnifci. 
ence. But Chrilt deciares without the leaſt excep. 
tion, all things which the Father hath to be his, 
as truly and pro; very Chriſt's as the Father's; as 
our Saviour's words in his prayer afterwards to the 
Father cows thew, John xvii. 10. All mine are 
thire, and thine are mine, and J am glorified in 
them, that is, the e of this mutual 
property, is a clear evidence of my right and title 
een The omniſcience of the Father is, 
therefore, Chinn; mniſcience alſo.?* P. 825 83. 

Anſ. In the text you have quoted. the Holy 
Sp'rit is promiſed to the Dilciples irom Chrilt, by 
whom they were to be inf bired with the knowledg: 
of Wore events. When Cariſt ſaid, he Hall 2 
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ce de of mine, he Ern his meaning thus, a 
things that the Fatlier hath are mine: Chriſt had a 


Q 


commitiion from the Father, to fend the Holy 
Spirit to enable his Apoſtles to work: miracles, and 
jorete!! things to come; and therefore he might 
Juttly ſay, all things that the Father hath, are mine, 
az Knowing that the Father had given all things 
into his hands. Whatever be the true import of 
all thi ings, certain it is, that Chriſt could not have 
the fame right and property with the Father, who 
is expre elsly 1 ſaid to have given them to him. 
Common ſenſe points out an eſſential difference be. 
tween giving and receiving. But it ought to be 
obſerved (as you indeavour to eſtabliſh. the con- 
trary notion) that all things in this paſſage 0 
not fign ity Chriſt's right to the fame perlen 
with the Father, in the ſame abſolute 
ſuch th lings as are neccſlary for the accomj lin- 


ment of man's ſalv atio. 1, As Tra by the f llow- 
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nowledge of future events, it may be juſtly eſteem- 
ed an inſtance of divine omniſcience. But we are 
expreſsly aſſured by Chriſt himſelf and his Apoſtles, 
that the knowledge of future events was derived 
from his God and Father. Revel. i. 1. The Re- 
lation of Jeſus Chriſt, which God gave unto him 
% ſew unto his ſervants, things which must ſhortly 
come to paſs, and he ſent and ſignified it by bis Angel, 
1% bis ſervant abn. When God thinks fit to 
reveal future events to his creatures, he employs 
{ome inferior agents for this important purpole. 
You argue that the omniſcience of the Father, is 
Chrit's omniſcience, becauſe Chriſt received the 
knowledge of future events from the Father ; and 
you may as well argue, that the omniſcience of 
Chriſt, is the omniſcience of the Angel, for the 
Angel (or Holy Spirit), received it from Chriſt; 

1 likewiſe, that the omniſcience of the Angel, 
the omniſcience of John, who received it from 
the Angel. The ſame argument directly proves, 
that the Prophets and Apoſtles were omniſcient, 
or knew all things, becauſe they received the 
knowledge of future events from God. As for 
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that expreſſion of our Saviour, John xvii. 10. A 


mine are thine, and thine are mine, which you pro- 
duce to prove. Chriſt's right to equal glory with 
the Father; not to repeat what has been jufficient- 
ly ſhewn above, that the whole prayer is a demon- 
tration of the contrary, this refers to true believers 


in Chriſt, and is of the ſame import with what our 


Lord elſewhere plainly expreſſes; Every one who 


receives Chriſt, receiveth him that ſent him; and 


every one ch 15 arawn by the Father, John vi. 44. 
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tnat is, who has a true notion of the Father, and 
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Chriſt was glorified by his Diſciples, becauſe they 
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acknowledged his doctrine as the word of God, 
and ſo owned his divine authority, 

John xvi. 30. I have explained above at large; 
See pages 78—80, * 

That all things in Scripture, is very often uſed 
in a limited lenitication, you are obliged to 
grant. 

With reſpect to our Saviour's knowing the 
hearts of men, the argument arifing from It, 
is fairly ſtated in the Appeal, and it is obſerved 
that God may be ſaid alone to know the hearts of 
the children of men, becauſe he knows all things 
in the moit eminent manner; but notwithſtanding 
this, he might communicate the knowledge of 
the hearts of men to other beings. See Appeal, 
ö * 2d edit. 

You call. this“ poorly begging the queſtion, 
which will never be granted, to wit, that Go! 
might communicate the knowledge ot the hearts 
of men to other beings z which is juſt the ſame 
thing as to lay, chat God mi ight communicate 
his incommunicable knowledge to other beings,” 
Page 84. 

Anj. Surely this cannot be juſtly deemed beg- 
2 ng the queſtion, as it is a matter of fact plainly 


-evecaled, that God has actually communicated the 


knowledge of the heafts of men to other beings; 
for the Apoltles received this knowledge as to 
lome particular perſons; and it is exp reſsly de- 
clared, that Chritt received this knowledge in 4 
more extenſive degree, ſa as to be able to "earch 
even the hearts and reins of every particular per- 


5 ; othcrwile, he would be incapable of judging 


according to their works, 
'Y ou go on and mai ntain, that God's know- 


Iedze is the lame in one as in any other inſtance; 
but 
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but in every conceivable inſtance, it is not only in- 
finite, but peculiar and eſſential to the divine na- 
ture: for the knowledge of God implies the Know- 
edge of an infinite and all perfect being. To 
ſuppoſe a portion of God's knowledge communi- 
cated to any other being, is to ſuppoſe the ſame 
knowledge to be infinite and finite at the ſame 
time.“ Page 84. 

Auſ. That almighty God cannot communicate 
his very individual knowledge to any other being, 
js true as being abſolutely impoſſible ; but to affirm 
that God cannot communicate ſome portion of any 
particular kind of knowledge, and which interior 
beings are capable. of receiving, as for inſtance, 
the knowledge of the hearts of men, is a direct in- 
lt upon common ſenſe, and the plain declarations 
of Scripture, as Chriſt and his Apoſtles are unde- 
niable inftances of this knowledge being commu- 
nicated to inferior beings. Your way of arguing 
has a tendency to prove, that the Apoſtles, as well 
as Chriſt, as they have received the knowledge of 
God, which is peculiar to the divine nature, are 
poſſeſſed of infinite perfections. Theſe are your 
premiſes: knowing the hearts of men is one in- 
lance of God's infinite knowledge, and peculiar 
to the divine nature, and to ſuppoſe this know-— 
lege communicated to a finite being, is to ſup— 
poſe a finite actually poſſeſſed of an infinite per— 
fection. Now the Scripture expreſsly teils us, that 
Chriſt had this knowledge imparted to him in a 
very extenſive degree, and the Apoſtles had it in 
lome inſtances. What follows then from your ar- 
gument, but that Chrift and the Apoſtles were 
Polloſſed of infinite perfections? The fixing ſuch 
an ablurdity upon Scripture, ſhould naturally lead 
ou to a more rational Interpretation, 
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But one abſurdity generally produces another + 
in the next ſtep you venture to affirm, that * human 
knowledge differs, not only in degree, but totally 
in kind, from divine knowledge; tor it it was of 
the ſame kind, it would be infinite and perfect, 
contrary to experience and fact, and a finite being 
would be poſſeſſed of an infinite perfection. 
Pages 84, 85. 

Anſ. It the divine knowledge was totally diffe- 
rent in kind from human knowledge, It would be 
abſolutely impoſſible for us to form the leaſt con- 
ception of it; juſt as a blind man can have no no- 
tion of colours, nor a deaf man of ſounds. If 
this was the caſe, where would be the propriety of 
the Pſalmiſt's queſtion, He that teacheth man 
knowled-ze, ſhall not he know? Which neceſſarily 
implies, that the knowledge of the Creator is of 
the ſime kind with the knowled ge of the creature, | 
though the one be infinite, and the other finite. , 
One of th- beſt ways of proving the perfections of 
the almighty Creator, is by arguing from the effect 
to the cauſe: as in created beings there are many 
degree; of knowledge, it hence neceſſarily follows 
that the perfection of knowledge muſt be in God, 
becauſe no being can give to another, any perfec- 
tion that he does not po „ſſeſs himſelf. But what 
would become of this plain and d monſtrative ar- 
gument, it the knowledge of God was of a dice- 
rent kind from rhe knowicdge of men? 


in che next place you argue, that“ Chrilt's | 
knowledge 15.1 very ſame with the Father's, be- ä 
eau hi re vel it from the Father.“ The ab- 
Iu- iry of this | have alreidy taken notice of, WM | 
ich egually proves n inferior beings, who fe- 
ceve k o led from God, all-knowing as well as 
1 A Q ; Ms VT OU 
Wilk. NY it is proper to examine the text you | | 
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N for this purpoſe, "oa John x. 15. As 

e Father knoweth me, even fo I know the Father. 
You infer from hence, that “ the Son's know- 
edge is different from all human knowledge, and 
yet the very ſame with the Father's, becauſe he re- 
ceive ed it from him, And therefore, Chriſt mult 

e of an infinite nature, and conſequently of the 
{me divine nature with the Father.” Page 85. 

Anſ. Let the foregoing verie be read, and the 
direct contrary - will plainly appear: Jam the good 
Shepherd, and know my Sheep, and am known of 
ine; even as the Father knoweth me, and 1 know 
the Father. The latter clauſe was defined: to 
iluſtrace the former, and is not an indep. ndent 
ſentence, as our U lation ſeems to make it. The 
ſenſe of it is evidently this: there is a like har- 
mony between Chriſt and his true Diſciples, a: 
there is between his Father and him; he Knows 
them, and is known by them, even as the Father 
knows him, and he knows the Fa her. If you in- 
kr from hence, that Chriſt's knowledge is the 
ſame in all Pod e 0 en with the Father” S; 1 
can infer exactly the fame thing, with reſpect to 
briſt's Di ſeiples. that their Knowledge lkewiſe 18 
the fame with Chriſt's, and conſequently, they 
mull be {uppoſed to have the ſame divine nature 
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with the Father and Son. Such palpable abſur— 
dities, which neceſſarily follow from a zeal to de- 
ſend a doctrine kveined by men, will, 1 hope 
dr.ve the learned Athanaſians into a more rations 
way of interpreting Scripture. : 

t is obſerved in the Appeal, p. 47. 2d evit. 
that our Saviour's extraordinary knowledge, with 
WC h le was endued afier his reſurrection and 
2:CeNi1ON, Was given him by God, upon account 

his humiliation and ſufferings, which plainly 
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and undeniably appears from Revelations i. x, 
and v. . | 

In anſwer to this you take notice, that my ex- 
poſition is ſtrained a little too far, and produce 
texts from other places to invalidate my interpre- 
tation, namely, that Chrift kiew all things, which 
I have examined above; that He had the words of 
eternal life, and fo had the Apoſtles the words of 
eternal life, when they were fully inſtructed by the 
Holy Gaolt; that e Father ſhewed him all things, 
all things here is not uſed in the univerſal ſenſe, 
but denotes ſuch things as were neceſſary for the 
government of the church; neither is it neceſſary 
to ſuppoſe, that every thing ſhould be communi- 
cated ro him at once, as the contrary plainly ap- 
pears from our Saviour's words, You add further, 
that Chriſt actually exiſted from the beginning with 
the Father, and was in the boſom of toe Father, 
which is very far from implying the ſame univer- 
ſal knowledge with the Father. 

You aſſert, that “the opening of the book, 
Revel. v. is not allotted to Chriſt as a reward, but 
becaule he ouly was able to open it. It is not the 
merit of his humiitation and ſufferings, which en- 
titles him to open the book.“ Page 86. 

An. The plain account in Revel. v. and 
particularly, ver. 9. is a direct anſwer to your 
aſſertion; Aud they ſung a new ſong, ſaying,” Thou | 
art © rio io take the book, and to open the ſeals | 
thereof: for thqu waſs, flaia, and haſt redeemed us t0 
God by thy blood. Flere the merit of Chriſt's hu: 
miliarion and ſufferings is the reaſon exprelsly 
afigned, why He above all the inhabitants of hea- 
en and earth was worthy to open the book. 


When you aſſert, that Chriſt only. was able to . 
open it, you are directly anſwered by the 2d, 36, 
| an 
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an d 4th verſe, The reaſon given why none was 
ble to open the book, is becauſe no perſon was 
0 ur worthy. Again, you ovlerve, that “ they 

ig this hymn of praife to Chriſt, before he hath 
op — 55 one ſeal, immediately upon his taking the 
book into his hand.” Anſ. This harvation ds of 
no weich, becauſe, when the Lamb was thought 
worthy to take the book, the heavenly inhabitants 
very juſtly eſteemed this act as equivalent to the 
opening of it, it being a neceſlary introduction 
to it. 

You maintain that “ my making Chriſt's know- 
jedge of all things to be but gradual, hath no 
foundation in Scripture with regard to his being 
the eternal Son of God: and that my objection 
Irawn from his ſaying, that the Son knew not the 
cay of judgment, hath been already obviated.” 
Page 86. 

nj. That the knowledge of Chriſt was gra- 
dual, is as plainly declared in Scripture, as it is 
pollible for words to exprels it, namely, Jeſus in- 
creaſed in wiſdom, Luke 11. 52. And by what J 
bave juſt ob! erved from Revelations, his gradual 
knowledge is unanſwerably eſtabliſhed ; we have an 
account ot the ſtate of the church from St. John's 
time to the end of the world, being communicated 
to Chriſt by God, which before he knew not, ex- 
actly agreeable to our Lord's declaration, whilſt he 
was upon earth, that he did not know the day of 
judgment, and that the Father only knew it. 
What you have alledged to confound the plain 


ma, — — 


meaning of this decilive text, has been above fully 


con dered. 
With reſpect to the eternity of Chriſt, you ob- 
ſerve © that it is ſet forth in other texts, beſides 


that of his being Alpha and Omega, particularly, 
CI John 
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John i. 1. as alſo, from the application of the 
Pſalmiſt's words, cit. 25, Sc. by St. Paul, Heb, 
i. 10. with which Col. j. 15. rightly interpreted, 
is conliſtent.” Page 86. 

Anſ. John i. 1. has been ſhewn not to ſigniſy 
eternity; Heb. i. 10. ſhall be examined in its pro- 
per place; and Colols. 1. 15. appears inconſiſtent 
with eternity, as it has been explained above. 

As to the attribute of omni-preſence, or pre- 
ſence in all places, uſually aſcribed to Chriſt by 
Athanaſian writers, you ſeem to triumph very 
much, as if you had certainty overthrown. what is 
advanced in the Appeal, The ſubſtance of what 
you have ſaid is this: 

The ſame arguments, which are brought in 
the Appeal againit Chriſt's omni-preſence (p. 48. 
26 edit.) will equally hold againſt the omni-pre- 
fence of God: for if Chriſt is ſent by, or cometh 
forth from the Father, the Father ſends him forth 
from him; and 1t going from the Father limits 
him who goes, it limits him alſo who is gone 
from, the words being words of place with reſpect 
to both; they mult therefore be underſtood figura- 
tively; and as they are evidently inconcluſive a- 
gainſt the Father's omnipreſence, ſo are they allo 
againſt the Son's: and when Chriſt ſays, Matt. 
XViil. 20. L here two or three are gathered together, 
&c. he doth not confine his preſence to any one 
aſſembly, at any one time, but extends it to all 
poſſible aſſemblies of the faichful at the ſame time, 
which is the power of God alone. But if his pre— 
ſence be explained by his ſending of the Spirit of 
the Father, which yet the words by no means ad- 
mit, then the omni-preſence of that Spirit muſt be 
allowed, and conſequently, the divine nature fe- 
hiding therein, which only can be actually w 

| really 
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really omni: preſent, contrary to the doctrine at- 
tempted to be eſtabliſhed with regard to that Spirit. 
So that What is advanced to overthrow the omni— 
preſence of Chriſt, equally affects that of God, and 
yer unavoidably proves that of his Spirit; which 
lf, if allowed, doth by a perverſe chain of rea- 

ſoning eſtabliſh the two former.“ Pages 86, 87. 
Au. When Chrilt ſays of himſelf, that he came 
down from heaven, this neceſſarily ſignifies his 
hange of place; that he was upon earth, whilſt 
he was ſpeaking, and that he had been in heaven: 
te apoſtles allo ſaw him go into heaven, and quit 
earth; and conſequently, Chriſt cannot be om- 
pee nn or preſent in all places, at the ſame 
time. Our Saviour's expreſſions are of the ſame 
import, when he declares, I came forth from the 
ther, and am come into the word; Again, I leave 
the world, and go to the Father, John xvi. 28. 
Bt then you obſerve, that this implies a limita- 
hon 1 of place with reſpect to the Father, and con- 
{:quently, affects the omni-preſence of Gd. But 
ths conſequence I deny. God is repreſented in 
many paſſages of the Old and New Teſtament, as 


having his peculiar reſidence in heaven, though | 


the ſame Scripture plainly and Freque ntly ſets forth 
his omni- preſence, which muſt be allowed in /ome 
je : but I very much queſtion, if we take Scrip- 
re for our guide, and compare all the paſſages 
bi ther relating to this point, whether the omni- 
preſence of God be rightly explained by the learn- 


ed moderns, and particularly Dr. Clarke, who 


makes the Eſſence of God, equally diffuſed through 
every part of univerſal ſpace 5; whereas a virtual, 
and not a ſubſtantial omnipreſence, ſeems to be 
the plain Scripture doctrine. However this point 
de de determined, in which Jam far from being poſi- 


3 tive, 


* 


— — 


— —mü—ñ— —  _ - 5 —— ——_ 
— — — — — — — — ̃᷑ w—— — — = 
— — 


L 196 ] 


tive, our Saviour is ſaid to come forth from the 
Father, as having his peculiar reſidence in heaven, 
or, according to the modern explication, diſplay- 
ing his glory in a more extraordinary manner in 
heaven, than any other part of the creation; and 
therefore the texts quoted in the Appeal, neceſſarily 
imply that Chriit is not preſent in all places; for 
he is plainly repreſented as changing place from 
heaven to earth, and from earth to heaven: and at 
the ſame time the omni - preſence of God, whether 
1 as ſubſtantial, or virtual, is not affect- 
ed by it 

As to Matt. xvili. 20. it is owned in the Appeal, 
that Chriſt is perfectly acquainted in heaven with the 
wants of his people upon earth. Beſides, it is there 
objerved, that Chriſt's preſence with his diſciples 
18 cen, accounted for by his ſending the ſpi- 
rit of the Father to comfort them in time of need. 
From this you inter the omni: preſence of the Spirit, 
and ſo the Swing nature reſiding in him, contrary | 
to the Coctrine of the Appeal. That the Hoh 
Spirit is not Freſent in all places, undeniably ap. 
pears from his being ſent down from heaven, and 
trom his Changing of place, it being impoſüble 
that the expreſſions relating to the Holy Spirit 
mould have any other ſenſe; let John i. 32. be 
compared with * ke iii. 21, 22. The grand ob- 
jection raiſed againſt th ** in account given in 
1 of the H 10 Spirit is this: If the Holy 

pirit be not p 1 8 in all places, and con! om 
ly God, he could not aflift all the faithful in th 
world at the lame time. 

Wich regard to this difficulty, let it be obſerved, 
at we mult allow m. any things to be true, thoug" | 
we cannot account for the manner in which they 
are; we may * convinced of the reality of thou. 

| | ſancs 
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| {:nds of things, and at the ſame time be abſolute- 
ly ignorant how they are. Even as to ourſelves, 
it may be demonſtrated with the cleareſt evidence, 
that we are beings compounded of foul and body ; 


| but how they are united, and how the ſoul acts 

upon the body, we know nor. But to come 
| nearer to the point; I will propoſe a difficulty out 
* ; Scripture exactly parallel. to this, of which 


when you give a clear ſolution, I will diſtinctly ex- 
plain to you, how the Holy Spirit, though he be 
not preſent in all places, can aſſiſt all the faithful 
at the ſame time. Our Saviour in the 4th chap- 
er of Mark, when he explains the parable of the 
Sower, faith ver. 15. And theſe are they by the way 
þ 5 whe re the word is ſown, but when they have 
FM cometh immediately, and taketh away 
e hy ! that was ſown in their hearts. Now let 
us ſuppoſe the word fown in ten thouſand different 
places at one time, which is the caſe every Lord's- 
day ; how can Satan, whom you mult deny to be 
preſent in all places, come immediately, and ſnatch 
away the word, out of the hearts of the greater 
part of the hearers? Thus Satan is ſaid to hold 
the impenitent, who make the greater part of man- 
kind, in his ſaare, and take them captive at his 
15 yea to deceive the whole world, Revel. xii. 
2, 3. And yet you dare not affirm, that this 
unclean Spirit is preſent in all 3 bes. Why there- 
fore ſhould you conclude, th e Holy Spirit is 
preſent in all places, beca uſe he ata aſſiſtance 
to the faithful, heron the Scripture hath mag. de- 
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ved, ben by Scrij pture, char not only the Holy 
won Wl Spirit, who is the chief of the angelic Hoſt, but 
they like vile the Angels are eraployed wy God and 
hou- Chriſt, in various offices for the benefit of the 
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faithful. As for the Holy Spirit's being able to 
aſſiſt ſo many perſons, we may be well aſſured, 
that, when the Almighty thinks fit to employ an 
inferior agent, for the accom liſhment of any 
work, he will ſurely make it good, though we are 
abſolutely ignorant of the manner in which it is 
done. However, for the ſa isfattion of ſincere 
chriſtians, it may be juſtly obſe ved, that the Holy 
Spirit dwelleth in all the ſaints diſperſed through 
the world, not in lis perſon, or ſubſtance, but by 
his gifts, or effects, communicated to th m. 

Thus, 1 hope, | have ſufficiently cleared up the 
difficulties, . with which you ſuppoſed me preſſed, 
with r- gard to the omni prefeace of Chriſt and 
the Holy Spirit, Be pleaſed to take notice, that 
there 15'a wide difference between di :iculties and 
downright contra.uctionsz the manner of almoſt 
every thing is attended with the former; but the 
latter, with which your ſcheme p/entitully abounds, 
rend:r the rational belief of it abſolutely im- 
poilibie. 

iT i o-ſerved in the Appeal. that the true ren- 
dering of John ii. 13. ſhow'd be, which wes. in 
heaven, of which the Gr: ek is capable, as ap; ears 
by the inſtance c ted, Whereas I was blind, now J 
fee John ix 25 | 

In order to 1validate this, you are obliged to 
inſert a word in the text without any neceſſity, 
namely, before, a d even with this infertion you 
cannot make ſenſe of it, I being (before) blind, 
new fee, Let it be tried thus, whereas i am blind 
before, and the nonſenſe of 1t is evident, it being 
not conſiſtent with ſenſe, or grammar, that the 
ſamc act ſhould be ex, reſſed by one word ſignity- 
ing the preſent ume, namely, I ain, and by _— 

| et 
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ther the paſt, namely, before, * You add, with 
reſpect to John iii. 13. that “to give the words 
of our Saviour a paſt ſignification, would reduce 
the ſentence into a needleſs repetition of what was 
ſufficiently expreſſed before; for he who came 
from heaven, muſt be ſuppoſed to have been firſt 
in heaven.“ 

/1ſ I hough our Saviour muſt be ſuppoſed to 
have firſt been in heaven, yet it may be properly 
exprelied, as it was a matter of conſiderable im- 
portance, 

Revel. i. 8. Has been ſufficiently conſidered 


. ! 
abOve. 


With regard to the attribute of immutability, 
there are cited in the Appeal, Heb. i. 12.—xiii. 8. 
As to the firſt, there are reaſons offered to ſhew, 
that the Loth, 1ith, and 12th verſes, are not ap- 
plied to Chriſt, but to God the Father. Part of 
the firſt reaſon, I freely give up to your animad- 
verſion, namely, that it was not likely that the 
Apoſtle ſhould apply this to Chriſt, becauſe he had 
declared, ver. 2, that God by his Son made the 
worlds, and ſo would be guilty of a needleſs re- 
petition : I ſo far agree with you, that the repeti- 
tion would be needleſs with reſpect to the Father, 
as wellwas Son: and if the appeal ſhould ever be 
prin:ed again during my life, I will ſtrike it out, 
as indeed I would fairly and openly retract the 
waole piece, if you could have convinced my un- 

cerſtanding; for I write for truth, and not for 
V! ctory, 


* The word «4 in other inſtances expreſſes the paſt time; 
John XIV, 9. roger XY wel "u 1 Have 1 been ſo long 
— with you? 2 Cor. viii. 9. & una; enrwxevits FA2oIO- wo, 
: 20ugh he was rich, vet lor your ſakes he became poor. See 


lkewiſe, Gen. Xxxi. 38. 
0 4 But 
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But the remaining part of the firſt reaſon I think 
of weight, to w nich vou have given no anſwer; 
namely, It is obſervable that the creation of the 
heavens and the earth is never aſcribed immediate- 
ly to the Son in ſuch terms, but it is conſtantly 
faid, That all things were, made through him, 
John 1. 2: 1 Cor. viii. 6. Epheſ. lil. 9. I can- 
not ſee 1 the Apoitlc's deſign was, as you re- 
preſent it, to Mew the foundation and grounds, 
upon which he declared, ver. 2. that God by his 
Son ma ide ti e worlds. and al ſo the propriety of 
his calling the Son, God, as well as the Father. 
On the other hand, 1 am till tatisfied that the 
words arc applied to th. bather, Which fully an- 
wers the Apuitie s de in, and ſtill think my other 
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allurance was quite unneceſſar VE the DOWEr and un— 
changeable nature of God being already ſufficient- 
ly known, by tem to whom the Apoſtle writes. 
Very true, it was fo; and for that very reaſon it 
was an argument proper to be urged, As they 
were well aflured of the unchangeable nature ot 
God; ſo they might have the higheſt reaſon to be 
latisficd of the continuance of Chriſt's kingdom, 
which was given him by the immutable Lord of 
the whole creation. 

The Apoſtle's view in this chapter, was to 
nec that Chriſt was a perſon | luperior in dign! J 


to Angels; for which purpoſe, he employs ſeveral 
concluſive arguments, 1 would appear Ve! 
impertinent, if the 1cth, 11th, and 12th verſcs, 


were 
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wore directed to Chriſt : for if Chriſt was the fu- 
rene Lord Jehovah, who made the heavens and 
hers it he be immutable, and his years do 
not jail, it is evident at firſt ſight, that this per- 
on is infinitely ſuperior to all angelic beings ; and 
therefore, when the Apoſtle ſpeaks of the Son be- 
ing made better than the Angels, as the perſon 
whom the Father hath appointed Fir of all things, 
he makes uſe of arguments quite unneceſſary, and 
wich indeed convey a notion of his perſon, below 
his real dignity 3 which is likewiſe the caſe of the 
laſt deſcription of the Son in this chapter, Sit thou 
on my right hand, till I make thine enemies ti foot- 
$7t :hou, neceſſarily ſets forth the ſupreme 
authority of the Father, by whom the Son was 
railc dt to > his exalted aun But what is this in 


no made the heavens a the earth ? And con- 
idee unleſs we ſuppoſe the Apoſtle to talk in 
an improper ſtrain, we muſt apply the 1oth, 11th, 
and 12th verſes, to the Father. 

It is allowed, that the 8th and qgth verſes are 
en from the Plaimiſt, and applicd to Chriſt, 
Put 1t docs not follow from hence, that the. 10th 
Verte, Kc. mult be applied to him. | agree with 
vou, that the copulative particle aud, is not a part 
ot the Plaimiſt's words, and likewiſe that it was 
inter Wie by the Apoſtle, to connect what follows 
with the foregoing z but I differ from you in the 
ion, and t think that, as this is a new cita- 
tion, the Apoſtle would hand iC aid, Unto the Son be 
1115; as ver. 8. or, and again, as ver. 5, 6. and 
chap. 1. 13. but he ſays, and, Thou Lord: now 
che God laſt mentione d, was the God of Chriſt, 
\ no had anointed 1 with the oil of gladneſs 
259ve his fellows. Upon which it was very na- 
tural 
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tural for the author to break out into the celebra. 
tion of his power, and more particularly his un. 
changeable duration, his view in citing the Pſalm. 
iſt's words, being to prove Chriſt's durable king- 
dom mentioned before. Thy throne, O God, is fir 
ever and ever; God, thy God, hath anointed bee; 
and then, Lord, that is, Thou who haſt promiſed 
Chriſt an everlaſting kingdom, art the ſame «<9 
haſt laid the foundation of the earth, which will 
periſh at laſt ; but thou remainel, and thy years ſhall 
not fail. 

You obſerve as to the third reaſon, urged in the 
Appeal (p. 30. 2d edit.) that ©* you cannot ſce 
how the Pſalmiſt's inferring from this very paſſage, 
the temporary duration of the children of God's 
ſervant's, can be applied to infer the eternal dura- 
tion of Chriſt's kizgdom. Becauſe God gives a 
finite duration to one being, can it be inferred 
merely from thence, that he will give an infinite 
duration to another? Again, you obſerve, that if 
this eſpecial anointing implies the eternal dura- 
tion of the office, 1n the perion anointed, the pro- 
phet Iſaiah then, who chap. Ixi. 1. declares him- 


ſelf to be anointed by the Lord into the prophetic 


office, muſt be eternally in the actual poſſeſſion of 


that office.” Pages go, gt. 


Anſ. You miſtake the force of the argument: 
it does not indeed follow, becauſe God gives 2 
finite duration to one being, that he will give an 
eternal duration to another; neither does it follow, 
becaufe the prophet Iſaiah was anointed to the pro- 
phetic office, that he muſt be eternal y io the poſ- 
ſeſſion of it. But it God hath promiſed an eternal 
kingdom to Chriſt, which is the truth of the cale, 
the argument is ſolid and concluſive : the immu— 
table nature of God is very pertinently alledged, 
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in order to eſtabliſh the higheſt aſſurance of the 
continuance of this kingdom, as being given him 
by the unchangeable God W1i.O 15 able to make 
good what he had promiſed. As therefore, the 
Pſalmiſt had before apphed this pailage to infer 
this concluſion, the ch /aren of thy ſervants ſhall 
continue, and their ſeed ſball be eftablijhed before thee ; 
ſo it was very properly urged by the Apoſtle to 
prove, that the Son's throne ſho..1d be eſtabliſhed 
fur ever and ever, as being granted to him by the 
unchangeable God, whole years Hall not fail. 
Upon the whole, I have not miſrepreſented the 
Apoltle s true {cope and deſign, but think I have 
en the genuine interpretation of it, which muſt 
4 elt to the deciſion of our readers. 
leb. xiii 8. You animadvert ſeverely upon my 
interpretation of this text, though you allow it 
right and obſerve “that the unchangeableneſs of 
the doctrine, is inferred from the unchangeable- 
neſs of Chriſt : ſo that this deſcription is literally 
and directly true of Chriſt, whilft it is only figura- 
Weft true of the doctrine.” Pages 91, 92. 
iſ. The unchangeableneſs of Chriſt's doctrine, 
does not infer the ablolute 7 of his na- 
ture, in the ſame ſenſe with the ſupreme Father. 
God hath appointed Chriſt to be the teacher of a 
doctrine never to be altered. How does his immu- 
table nature follow from hence? God might, if he 
had ai fit, have employed a common Angel, 
or Prophet, to have ſet forth the terms of the 
Chriſtian Covenant; in which cale, the {ame thing 
that the poſtle here lays of Chrilt, might with 
equal propriety, have been ſaid of any other per- 
lon commiſſioned by God. With reſpect to your 


next obſervation, that this denpuen is an allu- 


don to the words of the 12th ver. of chap, i. of 
this 


— 


this Epiſtle, cited by che Apo! ſtle from the Cit 
alm already examimed, you have not produced 
the leaſt proof of any ſuch alluſion, and may be 


C 2 1005 5 
as eaſily denied, as affirmed, there being nothing 


in the form of the ex pre qi or in tlie context, 
that pots out any ſuch thing. 

Heb. iii. 2, 4, 3, 6. [ Ys added the 5th and 
\ o clear up the Apoltle' S mean- 
at drawn from 3d and 4th 
0 


ing. Your: argumer 
verſes, rand thüs: . . Chriſt 5 S + directiy faid to! De 


Y 
* 
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the builder of Moſes, or the Jewiſh church; and 
Immecdtate!y afterwards; he that built all things, 
is exprefsly declared to be God, But if Chrilt be 
not God, it is not true that he built Moſes, or the 

ewiſh church, bechule God who built all, built 
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paſſage, is evident from tence, that! loſcs is de- 
ferived as faithful in all his houie, namely, Gods, 
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{not his own, according ro our tran; ation), zut 

8 | 
if God, ſignifies Chrilt, it ſpoils the elegance ol 
the Apoſtle's com pariſon; for then, there is no 
per fon nentioned, to whom Chrilt- can ze ſaid to 
be faithful. The plain deſign of the Apoſtie was 
to {hew. that Chriſt was ſuperior to Moles, which 
j by this argument: Moſes acted: in the 


9 
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a6acity of a fervant to God, but Chriſt in tha 
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Surely to God, though Chriſt was in the more 
honourable relation. Let it be obſer ved that 
Chriſt, ver. 2. ig expreisly faid to be FaithFu) to 
* onted him, na amely, God. Bet des, 
f es Chriſt, the Apoſtle would certain- 
ly have — here; for nothing farther was neceſ⸗- 
lary to ſhew, that Chriſt Was ſuperi or to Moſes, 
1 ad declared that Chriſt was G0, the 
it things : but the Apoſtle immediately 
at Chriſt was faithful as a Son, and not as 
2 Abe which muſt be thought very imperti— 
eat, after having ſtiled him God. If we conſi 

cer tre beginning and concluſion of the whole a 


gument, it will evidently appear, that the lireſs 


> X pay 4 l 
of it depends, upon Chriſt's being faithful to God 
4s a Son l, = not upon his being tile ed God. 

hn i. 1. has been conſidered 3 and it has 


been demon mſtrarvel hewy that Chriſt is not 


- 


God in as high a fenſe as the F *ather. 
Creation and preſervation aſcribed to Ch riſt, have 


blen likewiſe conſidered above. Wh at you have 


tartaer added to confirm your interpretation, ſha! 


* 
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dis Obſerved in the Appeal that the firſt chap— 
er Of he Coloſſians Contains as high cha *acters of 
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be interpreted conſiſtently with the acknowledgment 
of one ſupreme God and Father of all. 

1. God is diſtinguiſhed in this chapter five times 
from Chriſt: Paul an apoſtle of Jeſus Chriſt 
by the will of God ——Peace from God our [a- 
ther, and the Lord Jeſus Chriſt We give thanks 
to the God and Father of our Lord Feſus Cbriſt— 
who (namely Chriit) 7s the image of the inviſible 
God————To whom Ged would make known what is 
the riches of the glory of this myſtery among the Gen- 
tiles; which is Chr.ſt in vou, the hope of glory. 

2. Let the e raph applied to Chriſt in this 
chapter be reviewed, He 1s ſtiled the Image of 
the inviſible God. It 18 arent] in the Appeal (9. 
53. 24 edit.) that man. is expreſsly ſaid to have 
been made in the image of God. Doubtleſs 
Chriſt is the image of God in a far higher ſenſe 
than man; but ſtill impoſſible it is that he ſhould 
be that very God, of whom he 1s ſaid to be the 


image. 


You anſwer thus: If by an higher ſenſe you 
mean only in the fame manner, tho? in an higher 
degree, the Scripture affords not the leaſt founda- 
tion for this; but if you thereby mean a different 
ſenſe in every reſpect, your illuſtration is nothing to 
the purpole. 5 5 97. 

Anſ. Man 1s ſtiled the image of God, as he is 
an intelligent being capable of immortality ; Chriſt 
has the ſame character in an higher ſenſe, as the 
perfections of God ſhine forth in him with greater 
luſtre than any other being. When you add, that 
the apoſtle intends by the iaviſible God the perſon 
of the Father, it is very true, it can poſſibly have 


no other fignification 3 __ the plain argument 


made uſe ot to yw, that Chriſt cannot be that 


very God, of whom he 1s ſaid to be the image, 
you 
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you endeavour to evade by ſubſtituting the inviſi- 
ple Father inſtead of God. You are obliged to 
aſſert, that Chriſt is the image of his invilible 
Father, and not that very Father, becauſe he 1s 
bis Son; to which you add, “but upon that very 
account, partaking of his divine nature, he is one 
God with the Father. Becaule Chriſt is called the 
expreſs image of his Father, it by no means fol- 
lows, that he is therefore of a different nature.” 
Anſ. As to metaphyſical nature or effence, the 
ſcripture never meddles with it, as I have befor 
obſerved: J have likewiſe explained the different 
ſebſes, in which Chriſt is called the Son of God, 
na: one of which anſwers your purpoſe of proving 
aß $ nature to be the ſame with the Father's. * 
Another character applied to Chriſt in this 
tr ter is, the firſt-born of every creature, the firſt- 
bern fr 071 the dead. The firſtexpreſſion, as I have 
WH :lcady proved by producingwall the parallel ex- 
pie Tons, naturally ſignifies the firſt Being whom 
1 a (od produced Or created; and all agree that the lat- 
| vr fig 2nifies the firſt who roſe from the de ad. Now 
iS very abſurd to apply either of thele charac- 
to the ſupreme G bd. 'Y 
To determine the point beyond all poſſible 
ot, 1 obſerved that it is declared; it pleaſed 
ive Heller that in him (namely, Chriſt) all fulnzſs 
fend acht to that it is owing to the good plea- 
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X 1 70 5 to your argument nt, that the 47ow/e age of God, 
ver. 1 5 to Chriſt, becauſe t os knowledge « of his will, ver. 9. 
reans 1 0 2 "a welce ige of Ch rift, it has no weight, becauſe the 
0 edge of Crit 3 11 15 the {ame weich the knowledge of 
8 4. Chr it being {ent 208 the world to enlighten the minds of 
2 Ten right notions of God; - therefo re, if chriſtians 


Kore Hied with the knowledge of Chritt's will, they muſt of 
(curl 


e increaſe in the Knowledge of God. Neither does the 

70 en to ſpeak, in the next verſe, with immediate refe- 
Ietice to Chriſt. as you im agi. e, the words of the iith verſe 
dem mere applicable to God, than to Chriſt 


ſure 
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ſure of the Father, that the high characters {oe 
forth in this chapter are juſtly aſcribed to Chriſt, 
To which you anſwer, “is it not as evident 
from h-ace, that all fulnels actually dwelleth in 
Chriſt, as that it is derived to him from the Fa- 
ther? and is it not equally evident from the ſame 
words, that he, as the Son, is as fully perfect ag 
the Father? what then doth your LNICTence mean, 
but that Chriſt owing all to the Father's good plea- 
jure, is not of the ame duration with the Father? 
as ik it was che N plainly intimated, * he be. 


n 


an not to cxiſt till it pleated the Father; and con- 


I 
h quently, there was a time when he did not exiſt, 

and therctore but a mere Creature,” p. 99. 

Ant. og al | ike is here evidently meant what 
the apoſtic had ſer forth in this chapter concerning 
Chrift : when you argue from hence, that all ful. 
nets dwelling in Chriſt, makes the Son equally 
pertect with tne Father, you might as well argue 
+ 


* 


true chriſtians 
prays, that the Ephe- 
vith all the fulneſs of Gd 
that is, that they might be ſufficientiy acquainted 
with the en inary love of God in fending 
Chriſt into the world, and that they might abound 


1c FdINnc Thing with reſoect 0 all 
Epheſ. lil. 18, 19. It, 
\ 


F® i Z >& 2 
114118 might be Hite 


in all other. ſpiritual graces, that being the ſenſe 
determined by the context. In like manner, all 


u nels in dals Dallage naturaily refers tO the high 
8 22 * Pi - : [ . o ? ' 
characters aſcribed to Chriſt in this chapter: and 


IOCl1: a an be more evident than that all Chriſt's 
8 ns were owing to the Father's good piea: 
lure, . conſequently, that. he is a perſon de- 
pendent upon the Father, whether eternal or not. 
As for bur inlcrence from my ſcripture premiles, 


that ther was a time when Chriſt did not exiſt, 
| ieiciore but a mere creature; I will not be 
ac- 
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accountable for ſuch expreſſions, becauſe they are 
not found in Scripture, and could heartily wiſh that 
unſcriptural forms of expreſſions had been ſpared on 
all ſides in this famous controverſy. If the firſt-born 
of every creature neceſſarily implies that Chriſt was 
not eternal, as indeed it ſeems to my underſtand- 
ing, then the charge of denying the ſame duration 
to the Son with the Father, falls upon the apo- 
.ſtle. | 

Here you think fit to put two queſtions, 
„ Doth not all fulneſs dwell alſo in the Father? 
and doth this fulneſs dwell in the Father according 
to his good pleaſure, or doth it not?“ p. 99. 

Anſ. To. the firſt queſtion the anſwer is very 
plain: all fulneſs in the moſt perfect ſenſe doth 
ccrtainly dwell in the ſupreme God and Father of 
all, from whom all other perſons and beings de- 
rive their powers and perfections. To the ſecond 
| anſwer thus: That the exiſtence of God a ſelf- 
exiſting being, and thoſe perfections, namely, eter- 
nity, unity, &c. which neceſſarily flow from his 
ſe!t-exiſtent nature, ſhould depend upon his good 
pleaſure, meaning thereby his will, 1s maniteſtly 
impoſſible : but if by good pleaſure you mean with 
2pprobation, in this ſenſe it may be admitted. 
The exiſtence of God, and the natural perfections 
neceſſarily ariſing from his ſelf-exiſtent nature, are 
certainly with his approbation; but they do not 
depend upon his will in the ſame ſenſe that beings 
do, whom he hath produced. If by fulneſs you 
mean the exerciſe of God's moral attributes, name- 
ly, Truth, Juſtice, Mercy, and Goodneſs, fulneſs 
in this ſenſe dwelleth in him according to his good 
pleaſure in the ſenſe of will, becauſe the exerciſe of 
theſe depends upon his will, in which the liberty 
of God conſiſts, | 
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As for ſubtle meraphyſical enquiries, whether 
God eternally willed that all fulneſs ſhould dwell 
in Chriſt, or not, I meddie not with them: it is 
ſufficient for my underſtanding, that the Scrip- 
ture hath expreſsly determined, that Chriſt was the 
firſt being whom God produced. 

Having thus determined that Chriſt is a perſon 
inferior 'to the-one ſupreme God and Father of all 
from this very chapter, I have the higheſt reaſon to 
conclude, that what is ſaid of Chriſt with reſpec 
to creation and preſervation, muſt be interpreted 
conſiſtently with this inferiority. Coloſ. i. 16, All 
things were created by (or through) him, Ver, 
17. He is before all things, and by (or through) 
him all things conſiſt ; to which Heb. i. 3. is pa- 
rallel, upholding all things by the word of his 
power, that is, the power of God the Father, 
The form of the expreſſion necefiarily ftgnifies, 
that Chriſt is an inferior inftrument whom God 
employs. It has been already ſhewn, that 1x 
HIM is of the ſame import with through him, 

From this deſcription you infer “ that the con- 
currence of Chrift in this great work was ſo ab- 
ſolutely neceſſary, that things could neither have 
been created or preferved without him; and con- 
ſequently Chriſt is not an inferior inſtrument, but 
one God with the Father.“ 

Anſ. As we are expreſsly aſſured, that Chriſt 
was a perſon produced by God, that he himfelt | 
and all his powers were derived from the Father; | 
it neceſſarily follows from hence, that if Chriſt 
was the perſon, through whom the heavens and the 
earth were created by God, this could not be o 
ing to a nature equally divine with the Father, or 
to a power independent of God, but entirely to 
the will of the one ſupreme God, who thought 


Moſes, this latter caſe muſt be totally different 
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fr to employ an inferior agent in the work of cre- 
ation. Neither is it juſtly inferred that the con- 
currence of Chriſt was abſolutely neceſſary. It is 
agrecable to the uſual methods of God's govern- 
ing the world to act by ſubordinate agents. You 
may as well argue, that theſe ſubordinate agents 
are ſo neceſſary, that God could not carry on his 
ſcheme of government without them. God in 
the general courſe of his providence employs the 
rich to ſupport the poor; would you infer from 
hence, that God cannot ſupport the poor, without 
che aſſiſtance of the rich? 1 

But ſtill you inſiſt, that St. John's expreſſion, 
eithout him was not any thing made that was made, 
and St. Paul's, in him all things conſiſt, is abſo> 
lntely tnconfiſtent with what God ſays, Iſaiah xliv. 
24. as cited in the Appeal, where he reſerves to 
himſelf, not only the works of creation, but pre- 
ſervation alſo: but to preferve the ſupreme power 
of God from abſurdly ſtanding in need of any 
inferior aſſiſtance, it is equally unavoidable to ſup- 
poſe Chriſt to be no leſs than God, and conſe- 
quently one God with the Father. The inſtance 
thertfore produced in the Appeal (p. 52. 2d edit.) 
to prove the conſiſtency ot God's declaration in 
Iſaiah wich the ſuppoſition of an inferior, neceſſa- 
ry agent, is by no means to the purpoſe, unleſs 
it had been likewiſe ſhewn, that God could nat 
bring about his intended providences by the inter- 
vention of other means, or another inſtrument, 
but that by which he effected theſe; for though 
it is properly ſaid, that God alone did lead him, 
[rae], &c. when it is ſaid, he did it by his angel, 
or Moſes yet, if it is not ſaid alfo, that nothing 
that was done, was done without his angel or 
P 2 
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from the former: for as the Son is evidently from 


the neceſſity of his co-operation a partaker of the 
divine nature, and conſequently God; ſo when it 
is ſaid that God doth any thing by his Son, the 
perſon of the Father can be then only meant, and 
the act underſtood to be the joint act of Father 
and Son. But in the latter caſe, it being the ſole 
power of God, by which the act is performed, 
either mediately by his angel, or ſervant, or im- 
mediately by himſelf, the act is truly and properly 
ſaid to be the act of God alone: but then the term 
God is equally applicable to all, or any of the three 
perſons in the Godhead.““ p. 95, 96. 

Anſ. You take it for granted, that the apo- 
ſtles expreſſions cited by you, imply the neceſſary 
concurrence of Chriſt in the works of creation 
and preſervation, and that this neceſſary coopera- 
tion of the Son with the Father, undeniably proves 
his being partaker of the divine nature, and con- 
ſequently God: whereas the apoſtles expreſſions 
ſet forth no ſuch notion. As God thought fit to 
employ Chriſt in the work of creation, it might 
be properly ſaid, that this work was not performed 
without the inferior agency of Chriſt : but that 
his concurrence was in ſuch a ſenſe neceſſary, as 
if the Almighty Governor of the world could not 
have created without his affiſtance, by no means 


follows from this declaration, as the apoſtles have 


unanimouſly declared, that Chriſt is an inferior be- 
ing produced by God, and that all his powers and 
attributes were derived from the Father: and re- 
mar kable it is that Chriſt is conſtantly repreſented 
as an inferior miniſter in the work of creation. 
All things were made through him. Neither is the 
ſtrong expreſſion of the prophet inconſiſtent with 


the inferior agency of Chriſt. What you — 
So | 0 
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of other inferior agents, that as the act is perform- 
ed by the ſole power of God, it may be properly 
ſaid to be the act of God alone, may with equal 
propriety be applied to Chriſt, as he himſelf hath 
ſolemnly declared, that he can do nothing of him- 
eh and that all power was given him by the Fa- 
ther : and therefore the inftance I produced of its 
being ſaid, that God alone did bring the children 
of I{rael out of Egypt, and yet it is declared that 
an angel and Moſes were employed by God in this 
tranſaction, was very pertinent to ſhew that God 
Almighty might conſiſtently be ſaid to be the 
alone Maker of beaven and earth, though it is re- 
vealed in the New Teſtament, that God created 
all things by Feſus Chriſt, And though it is not 
ſaid, that not any thing was done, that was done, 
without Moſes, yet it might have been properly 
ſaid of him, as he was the perſon employed from 
firlt to laſt, not only in delivering meſſages to the 
children of Iſrael, and actually conducting them, 
but likewiſe as he was the immediate miniſter in 
the operation of the miracles themſelves. The 
ſtrong expreſſion of the prophet, whereby God 
alone is declared to create, may be illuſtrated by 
other inſtances. I hope it will be allowed, that 
railing the dead to life is as peculiar to God as 
the work of creation, and accordingly God Al- 
mighty appropriates it to himſelf in a very pecu- 
liar manner. Deut. xxxii. 39. 1 even I am he, and 
itere is no God with me: I kill, and I make alive. 
2 Cor. i. 9. Now certain it is, that in the New 
Teſtament the apoſtles are ſaid to have raiſed the 
dead, becauſe God employed them as inferior mi- 
niſters in this miraculous work. As the work of 
railing the dead may be juſtly aſcribed to God 
alone, tho' the apoſtles were immediately concern- 
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ed as inferior agents; ſo likewiſe God may be pro- 
perly ſtiled the alone Creator of heaven and earth, 
though Chriſt was employed as an inferior inſtru— 
ment. The power, by which Chriſt, Moſes and 
the Apoſtles acted, was the ſole power of God; 
and therefore, what they did, may be properly 
ſaid to be the acts of God alone, as you have 
rightly expreſſed it of agents deemed i ferior, 
And as you mult neceſſarily think it unreaſonable 
to ſuppole that God could not deliver the children 
of Iirael without the inferior agency of Moſes; fo 
it is equally unreaſonable to imagine that God 
could not create without the concurrence of Chril: : 
and conſequently, the argument you alledge to 
prove Chrift's being partaker of the divine na- 
ture from the neceſſity of his co-operation, falls 
to the ground. And as to the term God ſignify- 
ing tlrce perſons, when an act is ſaid to be done 
by God alone, you muſt be frequently reminded, 
that you cannot produce one paſſage in the word of 
God, where this term neceſſarily conveys the no- 
fion of three perſons. 

With reſpect to the expreſſion, by him all things 
cent, this, as obſerved in the Appeal, is of the 
fame import with, God's creating ell things by (or 
through Chit, to which, Heb. i. 3. upholding al. 
things by the word of Lig pocver, is parallel. I ob- 
ferved that Lig power means the power of God tie 
Father; and it certainly does ſo, according to the 
ſtrict propriety of the Greek, and for the very 
ſame reaſon that bis glory and his per ſan plainly ſig- 
nity the glory and perſon of God the Father. The 
ſenſe given in the Appeal of theſe expreſſions, 
pamely, bv him all things confift, and upbolding 6: 
things by the word of bis power, ſeems to be ratio- 
nal, that God employs Chriſt as an inferior inſtru- 


mens 


1215 

went in the government of the world. But you 
take occaſion to obſerve from this expreſſion in 
St. Paul's epiſtle to the Hebrews, chap. i. ver. 3. 
chat © if Chriſt be the brightneſs of the Father's 
glory, and the expreſs image of his perſon, he 
muſt be actually poſſeſſed of every eſſential quality, 
or attribute, that diſtinguiſnes the Father, except 
that ne, whereby he is the Father; and therefore 
ge is no inferior inſtrument in the government of 
the world.“ p. 96, 97. 

Ar/ſ. That the apoſtle could not poſſibly intend 
to repreſent Chriſt as equal to the Father in all 
eſſential perfections, undeniably appears from his 
doctrine in other plain and repeated declarations, 
and particularly, trom this very chapter, The 
apoſtle's expreſſions were doubtleſs intended to 
ſew that Chriſt bears a nearer reſemblance to God, 
than any other being revealed in Scripture : that 
God's perfections ſhine forth in Chriſt in a more 
illuſtrious manner than any other being. /ho be- 
ins the brightneſs of his glory; the word rendered 
brightneſs, ſignifies a ſplendid ray coming forth 
from a luminous body. But it would be ver 
range to infer from hence, that Chriſt who is 
repreſented as a ray, mult be equally glorious with 
God, the whole luminous ſubſtance, from whom 
he proceeds. Expreſs image of bis p:r/on; the 
word rendered perſon, ſigniges in the Greek, Eſ- 
lence with its properties, really fublifting z and 
Chriſt is properly the image, or juſt repreſentation 
of the properties of God. But an image, or re- 
preſentation of another, muſt neceſſariiy be diffe- 
rent from him it repreſents. The Scripture makes 
Chriſt the image of God; but it was the inven- 
tion of men in the corrupting and corrupted 2gcs 


of the church 0 repreſent Chriſt 48 the mag OI 
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God's ſubſtance or eſſence, and yet at the ſame 
time to be the ſame ſubſtance, of which he was 
the image. Chriſt's being ſtiled the expreſs image 
of Dod, chiefly refers to thoſe amicable perfec- 
tions of goodneſs, kindneſs and mercy, wherein 
Chriſt reſembled God. But when you infer from 
this deſcription, that Chriſt muſt poſſeſs every 
quality and attribute that the Father has, in as 
high a ſenſe as the Father; you expreſsly contra- 
dick the whole tenor of Scripture, and our Savi- 
our's own ſolemn determination; who has aſcribed 

every natural and moral perfection to the Father 
in a more eminent ſenſe, than to himſelf, or any 
other being. 

You ſay that ** God's power 1s part of his glo- 
ry; the Son therefore is actually poſſeſſed of "the 
ſelf-ſame power with the Father; ſince otherwiſe 
he could not be in this reſpect the expreſs image 
or his Father.“ p 

Anſ. That the Son ſhould have the ſelf-ſame 
power with the Father, is abſolutely impoſſible, 
becauſe this is making the Son the ſame perſon 
with the Father. Surely the Son might be juſtly 
repreſented as the expreſs image of his F ather, with 
reſpect to power, as God has communicated ſo 
much power to him, as is neceſſary for the go- 
vernment of men and angels, and which is exer- 
ciſed to promote the ultimate glory of his God and 
Father, from whom he received it. 

took notice in the Appeal of many judicious 
chriſtians, who interpret the expreſſions in this 
chapter, and ſome few other paſſages in Scripture, 
of a moral creation of the world, or the introduc- 
tion of a new ſtate of things by Jeſus Chriſt, Ap: 


peal, P. 51. 2d edit, 
day 
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You impute this to a © diffidence in the ſtrength 
of my cauſe; and take care to let your readers 
know, that theſe judicious chriſtians were the fol- 
lowers of one Socinus, who taught Chriſt to be no 
more than a meer man, never before exiſting till 
he was born of the Virgin Mary.” p. 100, 

Aaſ. IJ did not mention this through any diffi» 
dence in my cauſe, but from an impartial regard 
to truth, as really thinking that thoſe whom you 
%le Socinians, but ſhould be called Unitarian 
chriſtians, have ſaid more rational things for this 
interpretation, than perſons in your way of think- 
ing can well imagine, who have learned to enter- 
tain a contemptible opinion of a ſet of men, whom 
will venture to call brave and honeſt chriſtians, 
(though I allow them to have been miſtaken in 
{ome particulars}, whoſe characters and example 
deſerve to be recommended to the imitation of 
the chriſtian world. I will juſt refer to ſome texts 
of the New Teſtament, that ſeem to make a moral 
creation not improbable. Epheſ. iii. 9.—ii. 10, 
15. —Galat. vi. 15.—2 Cor. v. 17.—Coloff. iii. 
10. James i. 18. Mark xvi. 15. In theſe texts 
the work of redemption is ſet forth under the name 
of creation. 

Having thus examined what you have offered 
to invalidate the evidence produced from the New 
Teſtament, in relation to the perſon and dignity of 
the Son of God; I proceed to conſider your ob- 
jections to my account of Chriſt's incarnation. 

it is obſerved in the Appeal (p. 56. 2d edit.) 
that the incarnation of Chriſt, as ſer forth in Scrip- 
ture, is plain and ciear; namely, that the ſame 
divine perſon who exiſted in heaven before he was 


born of the Virgin Mary, aſſumed a body like 


ours, and conſequently became a real man, al- 
| though 
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though his ſpiritual part was vaſtly more glorious 
than our ſouls, On the other ſide, the notion of 
Chriſt's incarnation which you contend for, is all 
darkneſs and confuſion ; namely, that the ſame in- 
dividual perſon conſiſts of two diſtinct natures, 
that he is perfect God and perfect man, of a rea- 
ſonable ſoul and human fleſh ſubſiſting; who, 
although he be perfect God and perfect man, is not 
two, but one Chriſt, Let the preciſe ideas of per. 
fect God and perfect man be aſcertained : perfect 
God neceſſarily ſignifies a being of all poſſible per- 
tection, ſelf- exiſtence, independence, omnipotence, 
eternity, juſtice, mercy and goodneſs; and per- 
fect man ſignifies a being conſiſting of a ſpiritual 
part, and a body. That two ſuch beings ſhould 
make one perſon, which is the expreſs ſentiment of 
the Athanaſian creed, ſeems at firſt view an abſo- 
lute contradiction, and contrary to common ſenſe: 
one would be tempted to wiſh for the honour of 
Scripture, that ſuch a groſs abſurdity had no foun- 
Cation there, Bleſſed be the God and Father of 
our Lord Jeſus Chriſt ; it makes no part of the 
revelation derived from him, but 1s the meer 1n- 
vention of the learned, to palliate ſelf-evident con- 
traditions, it being on all ſides agreed, that the 
one ſupreme Gcd 1s abſolutely incapable of a ſtate 
of ſufferings. | 

I obſerve of your anſwer to my Scripture ac- 
count of Chriſt's incarnation, that you do not pre- 
tend to aſſert, that the Athanaſian account is found 
expreſsly in Scripture : the force of what you lay, 
entirely depends upon conſequences drawn from 
premi:es aſſumed to be true without ſufficient 
proof. Thus you take it for granted, that Chrif 
has a divine nature, namely, the ſame nature Wit 
the Father, which doubtleſs is incapable of endur- 
ing 
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ung any ſort of ſufferings ; and then you infer that, 


when Chriſt is ſaid to grow in wiſdom, to be * 
rowful even unto death, and to die, this could 
have no relation to his divine nature; and there- 
ore, you ſuppoſe an human ſoul as part of Chriſt's 

compoſition, in order to render him capable of 
being, and ſuffering, what is plainly and expreſsly 
{id of him in Scripture. In other terms, unleſs 
you ſuppoſe an human ſoul, the cauſe you labour 
to {a1 ports, is gone for ever. As therefore, in the 
-urſe of this de ebate, I have proved, that Chriſt 
, 2 perſon inferior to the one ſupreme God and 
Father of all; and that the texts uſually alledged 
to prove him of the ſame nature with the Father, 
prove no ſuch thing, the conſequence you draw 
from this ſuppoſed principle neceſſarily fails: and 
o this article might be diſmiſſed without making 
any farther reply. But notwithſtanding this, I am 
determined to examine every material article you 
have advanced, in order to give all poſſible ſatis- 
faction upon this important point. 

With reſpect to the expreſſion, The word was 
nade flat, you contend that * fleſh is ſometimes 
uſed in "Scripture, to expreſs the whole man com- 
pole P of foul and body.” Page 100. 

Anf. Be it ſo; and what you would infer muſt 
be this that the word was added to a foil and 
body: but in this caſe our Sour could not be 
lad to be a man, but joined to a man. JLet the 
word was made fie 6 be interpreted ee to 
Scripture, and it will convey this ſenſe; ti ie ſame 
pe rlon, who exiſted before in heaven, by a!/Juming 


body like ours, became a rea} man, thc ugh his 18 


iritu al part, namely, the word, was vaſt! more 
glorious than our ſouls, it being not neceſſ ary that 
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the ſpiritual part of all men ſhould be exactly 
equal. | 
* * to the Seripture expreſſion, God ſent forth his 

fon made of a woman, you obſerve that ** this can- 
not be ſtrictly true, the Son of God, according to 
your own conceſſion, ſubſiſting perfectly as ſuch 
before he was ſo born. The expreſſion therefore, 
muſt mean that part of him only which he receiv- 
ed from. his mother: now every man born of a 
woman, conſiſts of ſoul and body; and therefore, 
our Saviour muſt conſiſt of foul and body, by vir- 
tue of being born of a woman.” Pages 100, 101, 

Anſ. It is remarkable that Chriſt is called, the 
Son of God, in a very emphatical manner, upon 
the account of his being born of the virgin Mary; 
neither is he expreſly called Son of God, with re- 
gard to his pre-exiſtent ſtate, as I have obſerved 
above. True, every man born of a woman, con- 
ſiſts of ſoul and body; and did not our Saviour 
too confilt of a ſpiritual part, and a body by vir- 
tue of his mother? and therefore the caſe is exact- 
ly parallel, She word anſwering to the ſoul, which 
mult appear firictly ſo, if the ſoul, as it is gene- 
rally believed, be immediately infuſed by God him- 
ſelf; in which cale the body only is derived from 
the mother. | | 

I with good reaſon, laid a ſtreſs upon Heb. x. 5. 
A boty haſt thiu prepared for me, as being ſpoke by 
the Meſſiah, when he profeſſed his readineſs to 
come into the world, in obedience to the will of 
God; and indeed it expreſſis with the greateſt ac- 
curacy, the notion plain!y ſer forth in the Appeal, 
namely, that Chriſt aſſumed an human body, and 


ſo became a real man. That body in this paſſage | 


ſhould ſignify foul and body, as you wiſh it to do, 
Bias; . | 
is deftroging the uſc of language. 

That 
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That Chriſt was not capable of human ſufferings 
before he came into the world, is very true; but 
you can never prove that the lame perſon, when 
cloathed with an human body, was not liable to, 
and capable of, human ſufferings; the Scripture 
has plainly determined the direct contrary, which 
always ſpeaks of our Saviour as one ſingle perſon, 
the ſame perſon who came down from heaven, ſuf- 
fered on earth, and aſcended again into heaven. 

You obſerve that Chriſt's ſpiritual part, is ſome- 
times expreſſed by the ſame word, whereby our 
ſouls are denoted ; from whence you infer that our 
Saviour conſiſts of a divine nature, ſoul, and 
body. But this conſequence may be juſtly denied: 
a5 the ſpiritual part of Chriſt was united to a body, 
and antwered the purpoſe of the ſoul of man, ir 
might be expreſſed by the ſame term with the 
greateſt propriety. 

As to Heb. ii. 14. which is cited in the Appeal, 
as inconſiſtent with the Athanaſian incarnation, 
you endeavour to prove, that feſb and blood, pre- 
cilely mean the human ſoul as well as body united 
together : your proof is taken from ver. 17, 18. 
of the ſame chapter, wherein our Saviour is repre- 
ſented as a merciful High- Prieſt, and that becauſe be 
bimſelf hath ſuffered, be is able to ſuccour them that 
are tempted, From whence you infer, * that this 
could not be, if he had not an human ſoul, as 
well as human body; nor could he experimentally 
judge of the temptations which men are liable to, 
it he did not experimentally try their force, by be- 
ing tempted in their very nature.” Pages 102, 
103, 

Anſ. Here you aſſume for truth, that Chriſt 
vas incapable of being, tempted, if his ſpiritual 
Part was more excellent than the ſoul of man; -a 
principle 
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principle impoſſible to be proved, and which in- 
deed appears abſurd at firſt view, it being far from 
certain, that the ſouls of men are all exactly equal. 
It remains therefore that we interpret, Heb. ii. 4; 
Foraſmuch then, as the children are partakers of fleſh 1 
and blood, he alſo himſelf (namely, Chriſt) 00 part 
of the ſame, in the plain and literal ſenſe; tha: 
Chriſt took a body, that he might be capable of 
ſuffering and dying for the ſins of men. 

You pronounce * it very abſurd to ſuppoſe, 
that a divine perſon, by aſſuming a body like ours, 
ſhould become a real man.” | 

Anſ. If by divine perſon you mean the one 
ſupreme God, the ſuppoſition: is abſolutely im- 
poſlible : but if by divine perſon, you mean one 
of the moſt exalted rank, (though next in dignity } 
to God) there is nothing unreafonable in believing } 
him capable of ſuch a ſtate, as our Saviour is re. 
preſented to have paſſed through; there is nothing 
abſurd in the ſuppoſition that ſuch a ſpiritual be- 
ing, by aſſuming a body, ſhould become a rea! 
man. The Scripture itſelf has determined the 
point, by giving the name of Men to Angels, 
when they were cloathed with human bodies. 
Neither does this (as you aſſert), make the eſſence 
of a man to conſiſt in the form, or ſubſtance, of 
his body, ſoul, or ſpirit, being an eſſential part of 
his compoſition :. but it is not neceſſary, that all 
ſouls, or ſpirits, ſhould have the ſame preciſe ex- 
cellence. As the true notion of a man is an intel 
ligent being, or perſon compounded of a ſpiritual } 
part and a body ; I ſee nothing abſurd in admit- 
ting the conſequence ariſing from it, namely, that 
a ſou], or ſpirit, of an higher, or lower excellence, | 
of good or evil diſpoſitions, when animating an 
human body, is a real and proper man. 10 
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You endeavour to evade the Scripture notion of 
man, by infinuating, „that Angels in the Old 
Teſtament only appeared like men, and were taken 
for ſuch by the bodily ſenſes of the ſpectators : 
but notwithſtanding, we are given to underſtand, 
that they were really Angels under an human ſem- 
blance for that time, and by no means, and in no 
ſenſe, entirely repreſented as meer men; they as 
eaſily diveſting themſelves of that human ſem- 
blance, as men put off their outward cloathing.” 

ages 103, 104. | 
Anſ. The Scripture account is plain and clear, 
that the three Angels, who appeared to Abraham, 
ace exprelsly called men, The reaſon of which is 
evident from the hiſtory, becauſe they not only 
appeared in an human ſemblance, but likewiſe eat, 
drank, and performed the common offices of life. 
The ſame perſons are ſometimes ſtiled Angels, and 
ſo they were, though at the fame time they might 
be juſtly called men, as being angels cloathed with 
human bodies. So likewiſe, in Dan. ix. 21. the 
angel Gabriel is ſtiled /e man Gabriel, becauſe he 
was at that time cloathed with an human body. 
1114 is ſufficient to determine, that a ſuperior be- 
inz, when he aſſumes an human body, is a real 
127, 5: Paul calls our Saviour, the man Chrift 
7% xt 11. ii. 3. Which is exactly parallel to 
the man, Gabriel. The inſertion of the word, man, 
implies, that he had been a ſuperior perſon. The 
Scripture never ſays, the man Peter, or the man 
Paul; but it is very proper when ſpoken of Chriſt, 
or an Angel, to intimate their exiſtence in a prior 
ſtate. And though it he admitted, that Angels 
could diveſt themſelves of their bodies, and rhe 
aſſumption of. them was only occaſional ; yer this 
does not invalidate the propriety of their being 
called 
"M 
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ealled real men, when they were actually poſſeſſed 
of bodies. 

You now endeavour to remove the abſurdity, 
neceſſarily ariſing from your account of Chriſt's in- 
car nation; namely, that it ſuppoſes Chriſt to be a 
being compounded of two natures, the divine and 
human; which ſeems to convey the notion of two 
intelligent perſons in the ſame being, according ty 
the natural ſignification of the words. For this 
Purpoſe, you conſider God under the notion of an 
abſtract eſſence, and likewiſe man in the ſamg 
light: or to expreſs it more plainly, “ you con- 
ſider the nature of the divine being in general, and 
the nature of man in general, without any regard 
to perſonality ; and then you aſſume, that the ſoul 
and body, of which Chriſt's human nature is com- 
poſed, acquired no perſonality, or did not become 
a real perſon, till it was applied to the individual 
perſon of the Son of God, whole nature it then 
became; the perſonality therefore of the divine 
nature, and the perſonality of the human in Chriſt, 
are one and the ſame individual perſonality of the 
Son of God. And therefore Chriſt, compoſed of 
theſe two natures, which yet have but one and the 
ſame perſonality, is ſtill but one and the lame 
perſon.” Pages 104, 105. | 

Anj. This is a ſpecimen of thoſe nice and ſubtle 
diſtinctions, taken notice of in the Appeal, 2s 


beyond the reach of the unlearned, for whom the | 
Golpel was deſigned, as well as ſcholars. - Not to 
animadvert upon the abſurdity that God taten abſo- | 


lulely, cannot be underſtood as a perſonal charatter, 


— 


which I have confuted above; I obſerve that you | 


cannot, with all your art, get rid of the apparent 


contragiction charged upon your ſcheme. Let | 


be admitted, that the ſoul and body, of which 
Chriſt's 


2 


Cs * e af MW 2 A. 


( 225 ] 

Chriſt's human nature is compoſed, acquired no 
perſonality, till it was applied to the individual 
perſon of the Son of God, whoſe nature it then 
became; it muſt then neceſſarily acquire perſona- 
ity, or become a perſon ; otherwiſe, it never was 
a perſon at all: well then, the ſoul and body of 
Chriſt, when applied to the individual perſon of 
the Son of God, mult be one perſon; and the Son 
of God, by which you muſt mean the divine Per- 
ſon, is another Perſon, unleſs you ſuppoſe that the 
Sof God loſt his perſonality, by acquiring the 
perſonality of the foul and body of Chriſt: tor if 
he did not, the abſurdity ſtill remains; Chrift is 
n intelligent being, conſiſting of two perions, 
which abſurdity, cannot be evaded any other way 
than by ſuppoſing, that the one was ſwallowed up 
by the other, in which caſe, the diſtinction of the 
two natures will not anſwer thoſe important pur- 
po'es, for which this famous diſtinction was firſt 
invented by learned men. You labour to prove 
that Chriſt, though he be perfect God and perſect 
man, is yet but one Perſon, and at the ſame time 
your proof neceſſarily ſuppoſes two Perſons. 

O my Father, if it be palſibie, let this cup paſs 
from me : is it poſſible for common ſenſe to ima- 
7ine, that Chriſt, when he made this humble ad- 
ceſs to the Father, had really a divine nature equal 
to that of the Father, and conſequently, had as 
much power to help himſelf as the Father? Is it 
poſſigle, I fay, for any unprejudiced perſon, who 
nad never heard of the Athanaſian doctrine, to 
believe that the word, me, does not refer to his 
whole perſon, but only his human ſoul, in diftinc- 
tion to his divine nature? To ſuppoſe the Son of 
God, when he was upon earth, to be aſſiſted by 
tne Spirit of God; and at the ſame time to ſup- 
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poſe, that he was ſupreme God himſelf, and equal- 
ly poſſeſſed of divine power with the Father, is 
ſuch a grols and palpabic contradiction, as diſin- 
tereſted Chriſtians could not poſſibly ſwa low down, 
if they exerted thoſe realonable powers whieh God 
hath given them. 

As you are obliged to ſay ſomething, you main- 
tain that Chriſt, Twhilft he underwent his volun- 
tary humiliation upon earth, ſuſpended the exer- 
tion of his divine power, and left it to his humani- 
ty to ſpeak and act agre able to the feelings of hu- 
man nature: that is, Chrilt had no real occaſion 
to apply to the Father, as being equally powerful 
with him; but yer he choſe to ſpeak and act, as if 
he was poſſeſſed of no ſuch divine perfection. 

Anſ. The grand difficulty ſtill remains; it ſeems 
very anaccountable that the human nature of Chriſt, 
which was united in the divinity, ſhould make an 
earneſt ſupplication to the perſon of the Father, 
when its own divinity was ſo near at hand, and 
which was equally capable of affording all requi- 
ſite aſſiſtance. You are obliged to ſuppoſe, that 
Chriſt ſuſpended the exertion of his divine Power, 
though you offer no reaſon for your ſuppoſition. 
The truth is, without this ſuppoſition, which has 
no ſupport either from Scripture or reaſon, your 
cauſe is abſolutely demoliſhed. 

You conclude this head with obſerving, “ that 
the Son of God came down from heaven ; he is 
called God in the higheſt ſenſe ; he aſſumed allo 
perfect human nature; he ſuffered, Sc. But God 
cannot ſuffer, his human nature, therefore, only 
ſuffered, and ſpoke, and acted, what was unſuita- 
ble for God to ſuffer, ſpeak, or do. Thele are 
undeniable and plain conſequences from Scripture.” 
Page 106, 

An. 
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nf, We are agreed, that the Son of God came 
down from heaven: but as to his being called God 
in the higheſt ſenſe, J have fully and clearly proved 
the contrary. And with reſpect to a perfect hu- 
man nature joined to the divinity, it has juft ap- 
peared, that the Scripture account is inconſiſtent 
with this notion. We read that Chriſt had a body 
prepared for him, and ſo became a real man; bur 
that Chriſt- is a being compoled of a divine nature, 
ſoul, and body, tne Scripture no where declares, 
and ſeveral paſſuges expreſsly contradict it. The 
notion of Chriſt's divine and human nature bein 
demoliſhed, it neceſſarily follows, that Chriſt ſut- 
fered in his higheſt capacity, according to the plain 
language and ſentiment of Scripture ; from whence 
his inferiority to the one ſupreme God, is eftabliſh- 
ed upon the ſtrongeſt foundation, it being on all 
ſides agreed, that God, the ſupreme God, can- 
not {uffer. See the Appeal, Sc. 2d edit. p. 57. 

come now to examine what you have offered, 
to invalidate the Scripture account delivered in the 
Appeal, concerning the Holy Spirit. | 

From a collection of the principal paſſages re- 
ating to the bleſſed Spirit, are deduced ſuch obſer- 
vations as ſeem naturally to ariſe from them; 
namely, that he was the immediate worker of all 
miracles, even of thoſe done by our Lord himſelf, 
during his ſtate of humiliation, Sc. and it is like- 
wiſe argued, that the Holy Spirit is a perſon infe- 
ror to almighty God, becaule he is repreſented as 
proceeding from him, ſent by him, and acting in 
al things, according to his ſupreme will and plea- 
lure. In your anſwer, you draw a quite different 
concluſion from the ſame premiſes, in which, as 
Chriſtians, we are agreed. 
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% You argue that the Holy Spirit, oecauſe he 
acts in all things according to the will and pleaſure 
of God, muſt not only be competently qualified, 
perfectly to know and underſtand his will and plez- 
ſure ; but ke muſt actually have power in himſelf, 
ſufficient to pertorm whatever works the divine 
will and pleaſure direct. But it is manifeſt, the 
works aſcribed to the Holy Spirit, require no leſs 
than almighty power to perform them, The 
Holy Spirit, therefore, muſt have this power in 
himſelf, however acquired; and conſequently, as 
to actual poſſeſſion of ſuch power, be upon an 
equal footing with any other perſon whatſoever, 
poſſeſſed of the ſame power.” Page 107. 

Anſ. Very true; when almighty God employs 
any particular agent in any office, he furniſhes 


him with ſalicjent powers to perform it. But is A 
it not very ſtrange, that you ſhould infer from“ 


hence, that the Holy Spirit has theſe powers in 
himſelf, and is upon an equal footing with al- 
mighty God, when it is expreſsly ſaid, that the 
Holy Spirit is ſent by him, given by him, and 


miniſters to his will in all things? This way of ar- 


guing will equally prove, that Moſes and the A- 
poſtles had actually the power in themſelves of 
working miracles, and ſo were equal to God: for 
certain it is that they actually poſſeſſed the power, 
and ſo, according to your expreſs aſſertion, were 
upon an equal footing with any other perſon what- 
ſoever poſſeſſed of the ſame power. Whether the 
works aſcribed to the Holy Spirit, require an al 
mighty power to perform them, may be juſtly 
queſlioned. We are not ſufficiently qualified to 
determine, what degrees of power God can com- 
municate to inferior beings. He certainly can im- 
Part any power to inferior beings, that _ rot 
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imply a contradiction, But admitting, that ſome 
the miracles recorded in the G- Apel, namely, 
if the dead, cannot be done by the utmoſt 
rower of any inferior agent; how does it follow 
that God cannot employ an inferior agent in the 
operation, though it be granted that the inferior 
being had originally no ſuch power? So that upon 
fuppoltion that ſome of the miracles aſcribed to 
the bleſſed Spirit, require an almighty power, this 
is no proof that he is an almighty Perſon, and 
upon a footing with God, becauie we are plainly 
\Nured that he had originally no ſuch power, as 
being given him by God, and he only was em- 
plo) jd as an inferi. r miniſter to the will of God. 
The Apoſtles themſelves, were inferior agents in 
raiſing the dead; and therefore, according to your 
way of arguing, they mut have this extraordi- 
nary power in themſelves, however acquired; and 
con quently, as to the poſſeſſion of ſuch power, 
they mult be upon an equal footing with any other 
perſon whatſoever, poſſeſſed of the ſame power. 

You obſerve in the next place, that the Holy 
Spir s being given, or ſent, doth not affect his 
eq. la ity with the giver, or ſender, as you have 
ewa above, concerning the Son.“ Page 107. 

J refer my readers to common ſenſe, and to 
hs been ſaid upon that article. 

v zu then propoſe examining, “ whether his be- 
ing ſaid to proceed from God, takes away in any 
WM relpcct from kis real divinity. And in order. to 

_ Gtecrmine this, you conſider the force of my inter- 
Wers on of the words of St. Paul, 1 Cor. ii. 10, 11. 
= Bd Sed hath revealed them to us by bis Spirit, for 
de Spirit ſearcheth all things, yea the deep things of 
gc. For what man knoweth the things of a mar, 
de the Spirit of Man which is in him ? Even ſo 
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the things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of 
God Upon this you obſerve, that it is not Gog | 
taken abſ lutely, that is he: e meant by the Apoſtle, | 
but the per ſon of God the Father, or God the Son, | 


or both.” Page 198. | 
Anſ. That the term, God, ſhould ſignify in | 
this paſſage the Son , or the Father and Son, is { 
Contrary to the whole ſtrain of the New Teſtament, { 
and is aſſerted without any for: of ar to ſup- 
port it; and you are challenge to produce one { 
| Clear paſſage, where the word, God, nece ſſarily / 
| denotes E aller and $00. God in this text, as ob- J 
|| ſerved in the Abr al þ Ccrtal nly means the Father. 0 
| Apat! BF has ob ike that th zough it is not l 
| {21d ex preſel y in the text, that the Spirit! is in God, 
| as the Spirit of a Man, is in Man; yet certainly, 
4 © 1s ſtrongly and clearly implied: 1 * the Apoſtle [ 
el) "declares, that thoſe thin Zs which other- 8 
wile could not be known, and therefore were c 
know only to God God hath revealed to us by 0 
his Spirit. And that we may oe lure, that this 
1 revelation by t! E Spirit is an immediate revelation 0 
from God. he afſizns this reaſon, The Spirit ſearch- l 
eth all t:inzs without any exception, even the deep | 
tings of God : from whence it is plain, that all the N 
moſt ſecret councils of God are ſearched out by, 0 
and intimate known to the S irit; and conſe— 8 
| quent:y, the knowledge of this Spirit, is as in— 8 
finite and extenſive as the knowledge of God.“ I 
Pages 108, 109. 5 
Anſ. That the Holy Spirit, as being employed 15 
by God in the important Office of revelation, is i 
more intim ately acquainted with the ſecrets of God, 4 
regarding the Goſpel diſpenſation, than any other ſt 
Spirit of the heavenly Hoſt (the Son excepted), 2 
may be jultl; y interred from this declaration of the " 
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Apoſtle. But when you collect from hence, that 
the knowledge of the Spirit, is as infinite as that 
of God, you evidently miſtake the Apoſtle's 
words; all things, even the deep things of God, 
mult neceſſarily be interpreted agreeably to the 
ſcope of the diſcourſe, which treats preciſely of 
thoſe things we know by revelation. As therefore 
the Spirit was employed by God, to communicate 
the knowledge of theſe things to men; ſo upon 
this account, "the Spirit is juſtly ſaid, to ſearch all 
tlinzs, even the deep things of God, that is, things 
relating to the Goſpel a 6h and conſe- 
quentiy the Spirit's univerſal knowledge, is not 
rightly deduced irom this declaration of the A. 
D ſtle. 

You go on to argue from the Apoſtle's compa- 
riſon, that the only foundation of the Holy 
irit s knowledge, muſt be that of his being as 
truly in God, as ; the Spirit of a Man, is in Man; ; 
FOE the compariſon fails.” Page 109. 

The true foundation of the Spirit' s extra- 
ori nary knowledge is evidently this: God hath 
imparted to him his ſecre: councils, relating to the 
ſalvation of, men, and he above all other angelic 
miniſters, has received a commiſſion to reveal them 
to men; and conſequently, the knowledge of the 
Spirit, does not imply his being in God, as the 
Spirit of Man, is in Man. it the Apoſtle had 

intended to deliver the doctrine you contend for, 
0 would have expreſt himſelf thus: For what 
man 3 th be A of @ man, ſa: ve tbe e of a 


mi 10 one, 3¹ ut the Spirit which is in 1 G04 Rin- 
ſtead of this the Apoſtle ſays, the Spirit of God; 

and in the next verſe, the Spirit is {till more re- 
markably diſtinguiſhed from God; the Spirit which 
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75 of God, or cometh forth from God, which un. 
deniably proves, that the Spirit is not only diſtin. 
Suit ned 1791 © God. but is inferior to him. 

You endeavour to remove an obvious objection, 
ariſing from your interpretation, namely, that then 
the Lather and his Spirit arc one perſon, juſt as the 
foul and body make one perion, | Your ſolution is 
this: © As the Spirit of a Man, which is in Man, 
is difunct from the bodily ſubſtance of the ſame 
Man; to the perion of the Holy Spirit, which is 
in the Godhead, is diſtinct from the perſons of the 
Father and Son, which yet are in the ſame God- 
head; the diſtinction and union of the latter, be- 


ing as certain as the diſtinction and union of the 


former, and both equally incomprehenſible. When 
re it is ſaid of a man, he knoweth, or re- 
ca eth his thouglits by his (pirit; it is equally pro- 
per to ſay, thi. ſpirit of that man knoweth, or 
revealeth his thoughts; though the ſpirit, or bodi- 
ly tubſtance of that man, be tvo diſtinct ſub- 
ſtances. In the ſame manner. alſo, when it is ſaid 
of God, that he revealrth any thing by his Spirit, 
it is equally proper to ſay, the S,rit of God re- 
vealeth the ſame ! thing, though the perſon of the 
Spirit, and the perions vi the Father and Son be 
three diſti ct perſons ; for though none of them 
can Perf orm any divine action, without the afliſt- 
ance ol the divine natu re, inlepai arable from each 
perlo 5 and conſequently, without the concurrence 
of each cther; and though any one of them ſing y, 
may therefore > notwithſtanding, be underſtood to 
repreſent the entirt Godnead ; yet from the ac- 
knowiedged diſtinction ol the perſonal properties, 
whereby "they are other wile ſeverally deſcribed, it 
is equal.y evident they cannot be one and the felt- 
ſame perſon; jult as the body and ſpirit of a pr 
mu 
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muſt be acknowledged to be different ſubſtances, 
though neither of them can perform any action, 
without the mutual aſſiſtance of each other, and 
though either of them fingly, is often underſtood 
to mean the whole man.” Page: 109, 110. 

Anſ. This ſolution, contains a ſpecimen of ſome 

of thoſe ſubtle diſtinctions mentioned in the Ap- 
oy | ſhould be glad to have ſome tolerable ac- 
count, what is the preciſe notion of the Godhead, 
as diſtinguiſhed from Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoit, which I own, TI never could yet meet with. 
The term, Godhead, according to your illuſtra- 
tion, ſeems to anſwer the _ ſubſtance of a 
man, and then Father, Son, a eh Spirit, an- 
ſu er to the ſpirit of this bodily fubſ tance. It this 
be your meaning, your illuſtration ſtands thus: 
as man is a being compoſed of ſpirit and body; 
ſo Ge dis a being compoſed of an Eſſence, ſtiled 

odhead, and of three perſons, Father, Son, 

aud Holy Ghoſt: and as the ſoul and body of a 
man — one perſon ; ſo the Godhead, conſiſt- 
ing of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt make, 

? 61: would naturally expect, one Perſon, if 
- i||uftration was pertinent, but your argument 
r-quires vou to fay, three Perſons, which demon- 
ſtrate 0 the talſhood of the compariſon. A being 
conſilt ng of ſoul and body, which makes one per- 
lun, cannot poſſibly illuſtrate the nature of a be- 
ing, which conſiſts of three perſons. Again, if 
your meaning be, that the Spirit of God anſwers 
to the ſpirit of man, and the perſons of Father 
am on anſwer to the bodily ſubſtance of man, 
your ultra will ſtand thus: as the ſoul 
any ay mult be acknowledged to be different 
ſabſ ances though they conſtitute one perſon ; ſo 
tough the Spirit, and Father, and Son, muſt be 
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deemed what? you will not allow them to be dif. 
ferent ſubſtances, yet they conſtitute what? not 


one perion, bur three perſons You maintain, 


that the ſoul and body are different ſubſtances, * 
certain ic is, that they conſtitute one perſon; from 
whence you infer, that the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, as they have diſtinct properties, can- 
nor be one and the ſame perſon : but ſurely, their 
having diſtinct properties, can no more m ke them 
diſtinct perſons, than a man's having anka {ub- 
ſtances, cas make him more than one man, upon 
ſuppoſition that your comparifon ſtrictly hols, 
In a word, you introduce the utmoſt confuſion, 
upon account of this compariſon, which taken in 
your ſenſe, proves ſomething quite contrary to 


what you intend to eſtabliſh, You ſeem to ima- 


gine that, becauſe a perſon may be compounded 
of ſeveral diſtinct ſubſtances, therefore a being 
may likewiſe be compound led of ſeveral diſtinct 


perſons, which is exactly the ſame abſurdity, as to 


afirm that, becauſe a man may be compounded of 
ſpirit, fleſh and bones, therefore a man may like- 
wiſe be compounded oi many men, fo that any 

umber of men may be one man, or any number 
of perſons one being. 

You take it for granted, that becauſe neither 
ſoul nor body, can perform any human action 
without the mutual aſſiſtancg of each other, there- 
fore, neither Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, can 
perform any divine action, without the concur- 
rence of each other: whereas the Scripture uni— 
formly declares and Profeſſcs the Father to be tne 
one ſupreme Lord of heaven and earth, who acts 
in all things according to the council of his own 
will, and all other perſons always act in ſubjection 
to his will, To imagine that the one 3 

00 
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Jod could not have created and governed the 
world, without the concurrence of the Son and 
Holy Spiri it, merely becauſe it is revealed, that he 
tought fit to employ them in higher offices than 
(ter beings, is a thought highly 3 injurious to the 
ſupreme authority, of t: e one God and Father of 
a You may as well argue, that God could not 
ave delivered the Children of Iſrael without the 
concurrence of Moſes, nor have propagated the 
Goſvel without the concurrence of the Apoſtles. 
l wake no doubt of freely declaring, that the ſu- 
preme Lord of the univerſe, was under no obliga- 
tion ariling from any neceſſary relation to the Son 
and Holy Spirit, to employ them in the work of 
man's ſalvation z but he might have accompliſhed 
the ſame end by other inftruments, if it had been 
"reeable to his infinite wiſdom. In truth, what 
5 have aſſumed depends upon this foundation, 
that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are as 
ſtrictly one being, as ſou! and body, are one man; 
ard that theſe three diſtinct perſons, are alſo equal 
in all efſential perfections, the fal ſnood of which 
fu UNGATION, has been demonſtrated in theſe papers. 
Your concluſion from the whole is this: <* what- 
ever 18 in God, muſt partake of the nature of 
God: but the Holy Spirit is in God; therefore, 
the Holy Spirit partakes of the nature of God.” 
The major propoſition may be aliowed to be true; 
the minor propoſition, namely, that the Holy 
Ie rit is in God, is abſoiutely falſe, he being con- 
antly diſtinguiſned from God, and expreſsly faid 
o de given and ſent by him, and to proceed, or 
come torth, from him; which deſcription of the 
Holy Spirit, plainly demonſtrates the infinite ab- 
ſurdity of your ſcheme: for how could God give, 
or tend himſelf, which muſt be the caſe, if the 
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Holy Spirit partakes of the nature of God ? Tt js 
po where faid in Scripture, that the Holy Spirit is 
in God , fo that your propoſition which is aſſumed 
jor truth, has no foundation in Scripture, either 
in word or ſenſe; and conſcquently, your conclu— 
fon mult be falle, as depending upon a falſe pro- 
poſition. 
I agree with you, that as the Spirit | is ſa d to be 
the Spiri t of God, becauſe he is of God, or pro. 
cecdeth from God; fo likewiſe, he is the Sp rit of 
the Son for the ſame reaſon, namely, becauſe he 
is ſent by the Son, or cometh forth from him, 
yhich 15 the true meaning of the Spirit procced- 
ing: but J am oblized to differ ne when 
vou conclude from hence, the unity of the three 
1Fri0ns in the Godhead, equal in nature, thong 
tuLordinate in rank and order, one God bleſſed tor 
ever.” Anſ. The contrary doctrine may be juſtly 
inferred from this deſcription: for if the Holy 
Spirit proceedeth, or cometh forth, or is ſent out, 
trom the Father, he 1s certainly, according to 
common ſenſe, inferier to the Father; and if he 
as ſent by the Son, he is inferior to the Son. It 
5 a that, whilſt you are labouring to 
prove the three Perſons equal, you are obliged to 
make a conceſſion, that overthrows the notion of 
equality, namely, that the Son and Holy Spirit 
are ſubordinate in rank and order; if they are fu- 
bordinate in rank and order, they are ſurely ſubor- 
dinate in /oxze reſpect :. but how to make this con- 
fittent with. co-equality and co-eternity, that is, an 
equality in al reſpects, mult be left to thoſe who 
ſeem determined to defend palpable contradic- 
tions. 
Acts v. 3, 4. In the Appeal is siven, the only 


rational and conſiſtent interpretation of theſe texts, 
b which 
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which are uſually produced to ſhew, that the Holy 
Spirit is ſtiled God. The ſenſe there given, is 
likewiſe confirmed by other parallel texts. See 
An Appeal, &c. 2d edit. p. 61. 

Ia oppoſition to this you maintain, “ that the 
Holy Spirit is ſtiled God, becauſe the lie is here 
uttered immediately to the Apoſtles : but they, as 
men, could not diſcover this : the Holy Spirit 
hen reveals it to them; and conſequently, the 
power of knowing the hearts of men, which elſe- 
where is deſcribed as the peculiar attribute of God, 
1s here aſcribed to the Holy Spirit.“ Page 111. 

Auſ. That the Apoſtles, as men, could not dif- 
cover the hearts of Ananias and Sapphira; and 
likewiſe, that they were enabled by the Holy 
Syrit to make this diſcovery, is true: but when 
70 infer from hence the Godhead of the Holy 

irit, you are expreſsly contradicted by Scripture 
evidence : - Which has determined, that God em- 
poyed, ſent, and gave the Holy Spirit to 7 
fuch offices for the benefit of the church; ſo tha 
0 powers the Holy Spirit imparted to Ts: 

Apoſtles, they were derived from the one ſupreme 
God and Father of all, the original donor and 
bene factor. See Appeal, 2d edit. p. 46, 47. and 
above p. 188 190. 

You go on to obſerve : But wherein does the 
Apoſtle place the aggravation of Ananias's crime? 
le it not in that he ed not to men, but to God ? 
lt then the Holy Spirit is not the ſame here with 
Cod, he no more lied to the Holy Spirit, than he 
cid to the Apoſtles: for if it is ſaid he did not lie 
to them, becauſe they of themſelves could not diſ- 
(ern the fraud; ſo it might be equally ſaid, that 
he did not lie to the Holy Spirit, becauſe he 
neither of himſelf could diſcern the fraud. But it 

is 
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is expr eſsly ſaid, he lied to the Holy Spirit. and 
not to the Apoſtles; the foundation then of the 
Holy Spirit's diſcernment, mult be quite different 
from that of the Apoſt! 8. But it can in no other 
way differ, but 1 in his having this power in him- 
ſelf; and if in 1 he muſt be truly God.“ 
Pages 2. 

45, The aggravation of Ananias's crime doubt 
leſs conſiſted i in this, that he lied not to men, but 
to God. But you quite milcaxe the mraning of 
the expreſſion. when you infer that he did not lie 
to the Apoſtles at all: for the ſenſe is not abſolute, 
as it ſcems at firſt view, but, according to the na- 
ture of the Jewiſh language, it evidently means, 
thou haſt not ſo much lied to us, as to God himſelf, 
whole fervants we are. To confirm this — 
tation by a few inſtances ; Hol. vi. 6. I dejred 
mercy, and not ſacrifice : the meaning cannot poſi 
bly be, that God did not require facrifce at all, 
but he rather choſe mercy, than ſacrifice. Matth. 
xv. 24. Tam not ſent, ſaith ou r Saviour, but ti 
the lojt ſbeep of the Houſe of Fat but it could 
not be our Lord's s intent: on to affirm, that he was 


not ſent to any but Jews, he being evidently Ce- 


7 . - — 7. - 4 3 — th 4 6 7 „ - - #+ ® 

ſigned, To be a Liets to lighten the Gentiles „A Wei 
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as to be a glery of tt; props raet ; but that he was 


not ſent ſo immediately, and fo principally to a-) 
other nation, 2s to the loſt ſheep of the Houſe cf 
Iſrael. [Compare Jerem. vii. 22. Erek XK. 555 
Though the he was told to the Apoſtles, and it 

tne Spirit of God dwelling in them, yet the prin 
Cipal object of the lie was, God himieif who has 
given them the Spirit, which fully accounts abe 
form of the exprel nion. When herein you ſay, 
that if the Holy Spirit is not the e here m 


God, he no more lied to the Hos Spirit than he 
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did to the Apoſtles; all that follows from hence is, 
nat the Holy Spirit is not the principal object, it 
was not ſo much a lie to the Apoſtles, or the Holy 
5 t, as to God. Again, as to your obſervation, 
tat it is ex preſsly ſaid, he lied to the Holy Spirit, 
and not to the Ap oftles ; this I have already obvi- 
=> by explaining the form of the Expre:lion, 


h was not intended to deny, that Ananias lied 
x al to the A ; a" this ce! troxs the force 
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TY the Holy Spirit, as if it bad been 2 
t Ananias did not lie to the Apoilles, becauſe 
:::y could not of themſelves diſcern the fraud, 
and that he did lie to the Holy Spirit, becauſe he 
Ea diſcern it, and had this power of diſcern- 
ment in himſelf, which prove him to be truly God, 
Muatever powers the Holy Spirit poſſeſſed, they 
nere derived from God, as Served above, and 
n{covently, he muſt be a perſon inferior to 
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{1c texts produced in the Appeal, as parallel to 
ads v. 2, 4. appear to me ſtrictly fo, notwith- 
ſanding your 8 

Acts xxili. 9. If a Spirit, or Anget, hat ſroken 
's rim, let us 1 = fight againſt God. Upon this 1 you 
v:rve, that to make the Spirit, or Angel. 5 Te 
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proved that the Spirit, or Angel, ſpoke from his 
own authority.” Page 112. 

Anſ. In order to prove that this text is not pa. 
rallel, you muſt ſhew that the Holy Spirit acted 
by his own authority; a point you have taken for 
granted, without proof, it being expreſsly contra- 
ry to Scripture, the Holy Spirit being repreſented 
as ſent and given by God, and conſequently, he 
did not act by his own authority. 

Again, Luke x. 16. Ee that deſpiſeth you, de. 
ſpiſetb me; and be that deſpiſeth me, deſpiſeth bin 
that ſent me. You obſerve, that here indeed is 
a manifeſt ſubordination implied, of the Diſciples 
to Chriſt, and of Chriſt to his Father. Bur is 
there the leaſt oppoſition implied? Whereas in 
the caſe of Ananias, there is a clear oppoſition be- 
tween the Holy Spirit and man, and between God 


and man; but not the leaſt ſubordination even ſo 


much as hinted : both caſes therefore mult be utter- 
ly unlike in every reſpect. 

Anſ. According to this declaration, a perſon 
who defpi'es the Apoſtles, does by this act deſpiſe 
Chrift, and he that deſpiſes Chriſt, does in effect 
deſpiſe the Father that ſent him. Common ſenſe 
determines, that this paſſage in the Acts, is exact- 
ly parallel: Ananias by telling a lie to the Apoſtles, 
did in effect lie to the Holy Spirit, and lying to 
the Holy Spirit, was the very fame thing as lying 
to God himſelf, who gave them the Holy Spirit. 
As to the oppoſition between the Holy Spirit and 
man, and between God and man, which ſeems 
at firſt view to be implied, in the form ot 
tne expreſſion, I have already proved, that nv 
Oppoſition was intende And as to a ſubor- 


dination, it is certainly implied in this, that 
God is repreſented as the principal object of 5 
ie, 
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liz, as being told to the Apoſtles and the Holy 1 
Spirit his immediate miniſters. i 
i Theſl, iv. 8. He that deſpiſeth, deſpiſeth not 1 
nan, but God, who alſo hath given unto us his Ho- it 
/» pirit, Upon this you oblerve, * that the act 
of contempt firſt mentioned, if it affects any one 
at all, muſt immediately affect the Holy Spirit; 
and yet in the repetition it 1s ſaid, not to auect 
man at al, but directly God. But this direct and 
immediate application of the contempt to God, 
makes rhe contempt of the Holy Spirit as ſtrong 
and as heinous, as the contempt of God, —— Here 
then the real divinity of the Holy Spirit 1s plainly 
implied; and conſequently, the term, God, can- 
not be raken abſolutely, but perſonally to denote 
either Father, or Son, which at once overthrows 
dme force of this inttance: for the diſtinction here 
W 0s only between the perſon of the Holy Spirit 
and the perſon of either Father, or Son; and not 
between the Holy Spirit and God abſolutely, as 
| you pretend it doth in the caſe of Ananias ; which 
WH ticrtiore makes awide difference. But it you ſhould 
WH <eny that the words, be that deſpiſetlb, affect the 
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Holy Spirit, there is then not the leaſt ſimilitude 
between the two caſes.” 

Anſ. The act of contempt firſt mentioned, he 
tat d-ſpiſeth, does not refer to the Holy Spirit, 
out to the precepts of the apoſtle relating to pu- 
my. the neceffiry of which he had been inculcat- 
ga in oppoſition to debaucheries of every fort : 
k he that delpiſeth theſe precepts of an apoſtle, de- 
f ſpiſeth not man, but God who hath alſo given un- 
) W © 25 his Holy Spirit; that is, he does not fo much 
. WH cCtlpile' me who am a man, as God himſelf, who 
. hath given to us (his apoſtles) his Holy Spirit. 
eben you infer from this declatation the divinity 
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of the Holy Spirit, and that the term God ſignifies 
either Father, or Son, this only proves your pre- 
vailing inclination to ſee the point you aim at, 
whenever the leaſt colour appears, which can 
ſcarce be ſaid of the | -eſent inſtance. Common 
ſenſe loudly proteſts againſt the ſupreme divinity 
of a perſon, who is expreſsly declared to be given 
by God : and to imagine that God in this paſſage 
ſhould ſignify the perſon of the Son, is contrary 
to the whole tenor of Scripture, the Father being 
the perſon, who is always denoted by ſuch expreſ- 
ſions; God ſent his Son, God hath given the Holy 
Spirit. And though he that d:/piſeth, has no in; 
mediate reference to the Holy Spirit, yet the caſe 
in this text is directly parallel to Acts v. 3, 4. 
God is here plainly repreſented as the principal 
object of: contempt, though St. Paul was the perſon 
immediately affected; and the reaſon aſſigned is 
the ſame, becauſe he was inſpired with the Spirit 
of God; juſt as Ananias by lying to the apoſtle 
Peter who was inſpired with the Spirit, did in 
effect Ie to God himſelf, who gave him his Spi- 
re.” | 
With reſpect to our body being ſtiled the temple 
Doof the Holy Ghoſt, from whence it has been ar- 
gued that the Holy Ghoſt is God, as a temple is 
peculiarly dedicated to God, I let down the texts 
relating to this point. See Appeal, &c. p. 61. 
2d edit. You refer me to an attentive conſidera- 
tion of 2 Cor, vi. 16. and what agreement hath the 
temple of God with idols? for ye are the temple f 
the living God, as God hath ſaid, I will dwell in 
them, and walk in them, and I will be their God, 


N. B That part of the paragraph laſt cited, which is leſt 
out, is anſwered above. | 
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and they ball be my people. Upon this you ob- 
ſerve that * God is expreſsly ſaid to dwell in us, 
and as we are elſewhere expreſsly faid to be the 
temple of the Holy Spirit, he muſt therefore be 
the living God. It is an abſurdity to make a 
creature the repreſentative of God in us: for — 
the Holy Spirit muſt be no more than an idol.“ 
p. 114. 

Anſ. In what ſenſe God dwells in us, is ex- 
plained by che texts quoted in the Appeal. , 1 Cor. 
ii, 16. Ze are the * of Gea, for ihe Spirit of 

God dwelleth in you. John iii. 24. St. John 
proves that Cod abilerh in us by the Spirit which 
he hath given us. Chap. iv. 13. By this wwe know 
thet wwe abide in him and he in us, becauſe he hath 
given 1s of his Spirit. This is the plain Scripture 
account of God's dwelling in us; where the Spi- 
rit of God is, there God is ſaid to be, and that 
is his temple, where his Spirit hath fixed his abode, 
On the other hand, your way of arguing er 0 
prove that the Holy Spirit muſt be an id fol, nleſs 
he be lupreme God. It really grieves one to con- 
der what lengths men will run, when they are 
determined to maintain a favourite point. I muſt 
remind you, that it is the ſolemn determination of 
St. Paul, that the ſupreme God cannot poſſibly 
have any thing given to him, and confequently 
cannot be given himſelf, by any cther being: (ſee 
above and Appeal, &c. 2 edit. p. 32.) But God 
is faid to dwell in us, becauſe he hath given ws br; 
Hey Spirit; and therefore the Holy Spirit is not 
ſopreme God: from whence you infer that he 
muſt be an idol; which charge muſt fall upon the 
iacred writers. It is certainly your duty, as a ſin- 
gere Chriſtian, to reflect ſeriouſly upon ſuch im- 
dus aſſertions; which put an idol ſet up by the 
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authority of man upon the ſame footing with the 
Holy Spirit, who is expreſsly appointed by God 
to aſſiſt us, unleſs he be acknowledged to be ſu- 
preme God, in oppoſition to the ſolemn declara- 
tions of holy Scripture. 

With reſpect to 1 Cor. iii. 16. 1 John iii. 24.— 
IV. 13. you obſerve that the“ Spirit is deſcribed 
as the actual inhabitant : from whence you con- 
ciude that we are immediately the temple of the 
Holy Spirit : and how then of God, if this Spirit 
is not, as the apoſtie declares, the Spirit of God; 
and therefore in God, as the ſpirit of a man is 
in man; and conſequently, partaking of the ſame 
nature with Father and Son, God himſelf.“ p. 
115. | 
Anſ. Though the Spirit be in ſome ſenſe the 
actual inhabitant, and we are immediately the tem- 
ple of the Holy Spirit; yet the ſacred writers have 
taken particular care to direct our thoughts to God, 
to whom our bodies are principally dedicated, 
We are directed to make our ſolemn ackuowledg- 
ments to God the ſapreme benefactor and giver of 
the Holy Spirit; which plainly ſhews that the Spi- 
rit is not only diſtinguiſhed from God, but infe— 
rior to him. W hen you inter that the Spirit of 
God muſt be in God, as the ſpirit of a man is in 
man, and conſequently, partaking of the ſame 
nature with the Father and Son; this is not war- 
ranted by Scripture, and indeed naturally tends 
to the Sabellian notion of making the Father, Son, 
and Spirit as different modes. of the ſame Being. 
Again, when you infer, if the Spirit be not in 
God, and conſequently God, God could not be 
ſaid to dwell in us; you are expreſsly contradic- 
ted by the general tenor of the ſacred writings, 


wherein God is frequently faid to do what is really 
don? 
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inferior inſtruments. God may properly be 
ſaid ro dwell in us, becauſe he hath given the Ho- 
ly Spirit to dwell bn us. 
as to 1 Cor. vi. 19, 20. quoted in the Appeal, 
you Jabour to prove, that the word, God, ſig- 
niſies the Son, and that theſe texts by plain infe- 
rence, prove the divinity of the Holy Spirit. The 
term, God, ſignifies Chriſt, becauſe we are ſaid to 
be bought with a price, which expreſſion occurs 
in the next chapter, and is neceſſarily referred to 
Chriſt, who is mentioned in the verſe foregoing. 
Chap. vii. 22, 23. from whence too it might ſeem 
to follow, that by the term, God, in the next verſe 
the apoſtle directly means Chriſt, Ver. 24. Bre- 
hren, let every man wherein he is called, 2 
a0 de dci God, that is, let him abide the {ervant 
of God, who immediately before was cailed the 
ſervant of Chriſt.” p. 114, 115 
Anſ. The word, Ged, in this conſtruction never 
ſovifies the Son, and the reaſon. you give for it in 
this patſage, is fallacious: a chriſtian may be pro- 
perly ſaid to be the ſervant of Chriſt and of God, 
as Clift is appo nted by God head of the church, 
an our Lord and Maſter in ſpiritual affairs; 0 
that 52 are dedicated to the ſervice of God 
and of Chriſt. This expreſſion, ye are bought with 
a price, 8857 »tl-ſs refers to the precious blood of 
Chriſt; but how does it follow from bence, that 
God in the former verſe ſignifies Chriſt ? Know 
ye not that your body is the temple of the Holy 
Ghoſt, which is in vou, which ye have of God, 
and 'ye arc not your own ? for ye are bought with 
a price: therefore glority God in your body and in 
your ſpirit, which are God's. St. Paul was ex- 
horting the Corinthians to avoid fornication ; and 
che argument here made uſe cf, is drawn from the 
K-41. na- 
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nature of their chriſtian profeſſion: as God hath 
graciouſly bcitowed upon chriſtians the favour of 
the Holy Spirit, whereby their body is entitled to 
the honour of being hi temple; it is inconſiſtent 
with this dignity for chriſtians to defile their body 
with impure gratifications. Again, as chriſtians 
were red-emed by the precious blood of Chriſt, 
they are not at their own diipoial, but are bound 
to glory God with their body as well as ſoul, 
hey being both God's peculiar property, who ſent 
his Sor into the world LO lay down his lite for 
them. Thus in exact agreement with the ſcripture 
doctrine of the Trinity, our ſanctification by the 
Spirit, and redemption by Chriſt, are diſtinctly 
ſet forth ; and at the fame time the ſupremacy of 
the one God and Father of all is carefully ſe- 
ured, he being repreſented as the original Donor 
of the Spirit, and the ſupreme Benefactor, whom 
we are principally bound. to acknowledge for our 
redemption by the Son. That the word, God, in 
ver. 19. ſhouid ſignify the Son, and in the 2oth 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, (as you infer in 
the next paragraph, p. 115.) is inconſiſtent with 
the whole tenor of Scripture, and renders the apo- 
ſtie's argument palpably abſurd. Your favourite 
concluſion, namely. that God. ſignifies three per- 
ſons, verſe 20. depends upon the ſuppoſition, that 
God, verle 9. denotes the Son; from whence you 
inier that ** chriſtians are the temple of the Son as 
well as of the Father by being the temple of their 
Holy Spirit; and conſequently, that theſe three 
perſons are partakers of the ſame nature: and 
therefore the apoſtle exhoris chriitians to glorify 
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God, the three perſons altogether.” p. 115. Auf. 


As your whole ſcheme is founded upon the notion 
of God denoting three perſens, J add to what 
has 
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has been already obſerved, that the term, God, in 
this chapter occurs nine times, and, according to 
the uſual ſtile of St. Paul in all his diſcourſes and 
epiſtles, it ſignifies the Father, it being not certain 
that he has given the title of God to the Son even 
in one undoubted paſſage: particularly in this chap- 
ter God is expreſsly diſtinguiſned from the Son, 
and Holy Spirit. Ver. 11. Ze are juſtified by the 
name of the Lord Feſus, and by the Spirit of our 
Gd. Ver. 14. God hath raiſed up the Lord, Sure- 

e Spirit of our God, and the Holy Ghoſt which 
have of Goa, convey the ſame ſentiment with 
regard to God, and the Spirit. But God in the 
11th verſe, according to your own rule, neceſſa- 
rily means the Father, and conſequently God in 
the 19th verſe ſignifies the ſame perſon. Again, 
- 15 infinitely abſurd to imagine, that God 1n the 

oth verſe ſhould denote three perſons, in expreis 
c0! rio to St. Paul's ſolemn determination 
upon ſome occaſions; in defiance to every text 
through all his epiſtles in which God is mentioned; 
and in 1 oppoſition to the conſtant uſe of the word, 
Gd, by the other ſacred writers; for you mult be 
frequently reminded, that you cannot produce one 
paſſage, where God neceſſarily conveys the notion 
of three perſons. 

As to Epheſ. ii. 21, 22. which I quoted in the 
Appeal, you obſerve that the words of the apo- 
itle, ver. 18, &c. will ſet this matter in the clear- 
eſt light. Let it then be carefully reviewed, be- 
cauſe you complain of my having maimed the 
enſe, by omitting what I thought not nceceſlary 
for the point in hand. Ver. 18. For through him 
(na Me ely Chriſt) we both have an acceſs b one bi- 
rie unlo the Halber. Here doubtleſs the three per- 
ſons are plainly diſtinguiſhed, and the language 
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end ſcntiment of this declaration clearly point out 
the m acy of the Father, and the inferior agen- 


cy of Chriſt and the Holy Spirit. For if Jews 


and ies have accels to the Father through 


Chriit, and through, or by, the Holy Spirit, it 
neceſlarily follows tha: the Father is the lupreme 
and ultimate object; and that Chriſt and the Holy 
Spirit are employed as inferior agents in accom— 
pliſhing this important deſign. Y ou endeavour to 
evade this plain declaration of the apoſtic by refer- 
ring to 14, 55 16, and 17th verics immediately pre- 
ceding, Where he recounts ſeveral acts of Chriſt; 
in which as he is 4 wk the chief agent, fo in 
that one of aboliſhing the law, which is directly 
attributed to him, his almighty power manifeſt 
appears; ſince none but God can repeal what God 
had before appointed.“ p. 116. 

Anſ. True, what is eſtabliſhed by divine au- 
thority, cannot be repealed but by the ſame autho- 
rity which enacted it. God was the author of 
the Jewith law, but Moſes was the per ſon by whole 
immediate miniſtry it was delivered to the Jews; 
in like manner God was the author of the chril- 
tian covenant, by virtue of which the ceremonial 
law was aboliſhed; but Chriſt was the immedia e 
miniſter who effected it by an authority derived 
from God; and coniequently, the abolition of the 
ccremonial law by Chriſt, no more proves him to 
be ſupreme God, than the eſtabliſhment of it 

roves Moſes to be ſupreme God. 1 would be 

nde. Wood ſo far only as this act of aut ority is 
concerned; becauſe I profeſs Chriſt to be ſuperior 
to Moſes in other reſpe 1 and even to the angels 
and the Holy Spirit. as being next in W 0 


T 
God himleit. Chriſt indeed may be jult! ly deemed 
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jedge of God, with reſpect to other inferior agents; 
but to put Chriſt upon a footing with God, from 
whom his whole merit is derived. and on "whom 
it depends, is inconſiſtent with common ſenſe. 

You now proceed to conſider the 19th, 20th, 
ziſt and 22d verſes of Epheſ. chap. ii. New 
therefore ye are no more ſ*rangers and foreig ers, but 
fellow: citizens with the ſcinte, and of the houſaold 
of Cod, and are built upon the foundation of the apo- 

and prophets, Feſus Chriſt himſelf being the chief 
corner: lone; in chm all ihe building filly framed 
topet er, groweth un'o an holy temple in the Lord; 
in whom you alſo are tuilded together for an babita- 
tion of God thr, ugh the Spirit, The deſign of this 
al Mlegorical deſcription was, to repreſent Jews and 
Henhens converted to the faith of Chriſt, as one 
building or temple, of which the apoſtles and pro- 
phets la id the foundation, who firſt embraced the 
doctrine of Chriſt, and delivered it to others, 
and of which foundation Jeſus Chriſt was the chief 
corner ſtone; and that all others, both Jews and 
Canes, were the building raiſed upon that foun- 
dation: for this reaſon the apoſtle adds, ver. 21, 
In «110-4 a 1 the building, that is, in Chriſt as being 


* 


the het vorne one, all the other parts of this 
building arc htly joined together, groweth unto an 
hol. ei ple, that is, this work by degrees riſes to 
an holy temple anſwering to the natural temple of 
Jeruſalem, in which God had his peculiar reſidence, 
and was right y worſhipped : in the Lord, that is, in 
ws who is ſtiled Lord ablolutely, as his Father 
is avlolutely ſtiled God: in the Lord was added in 
order to diſtinguiſh this ſpiritual temple from the 
material remple at Jeruſalem. Thus we ſay, a 

brother in the Lord, to diſtinguiſh a ſpiritual bro- 
ther from a natural one. In the Lord is indeed a 
re- 
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repetition, but this 1s not uncommon, ſee chap. j, 
10—22, In whom, that is, Chriſt, you olſo are 
builded together for an habitation of God, that is, 
you Epheſians aiſo conſtitute a part of this build- 
ing with the other converts to chriſtianity, through 
the Spirit, for God dwells amongſt his people by 

the pirit. | 
On the other fide, you interpret Lord, in the 
21ſt verſe, of the Spirit, which is not only contra- 
ry to the whole tenor of Scripture, but likewiſe 
to the expreſs fentiment of the a;oitle in this par- 
ticular paſiage : in whom, ver. 21. neceſſarily refers 
to Chriit, as being the chief corner ſtone through 
whom the other parts of the building are joined 
together; and for the ſame reaſon in whozm, ver. 
22. Which neceſſarily refers to Lord in the 21ft 
verſe, ſignifies Chriſt, the ſame thing being ap- 
plied to him with reſpect to the Epheſians making 
part of the building as the other converts; in 
om all the building fitly framed together, groweth 
unto an holy temple; in whem you alſo are bui did 
together for an habitation of God. Your obſerva— 
tion, that Chriſt cannot be repreſented as the chicf 
corner ſtone of the building, and likewiſe the 
builder, has no weight; for as the building is faid 
to grow into a temple through Chriſt, this neceſ- 
arily implics that Chriſt is not only the chief cor- 
ner ſtone in the foundation, but likewiſe is conſi- 
dered as the builder of the temple, And where 
as you aſſert that the Spirit in the laſt verſe is re- 
preſented as the builder of the habitation of God, 
which means the temple; on the contrary, the 
apoſtle's expreſſion plainly repreſents Chriſt as the 
builder of the temple, wherein God dwells through 
the Spirit. You infer from the whole that“ as 
God the Father inhabits this temple, which is 
3 elſe- 
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elſewhere ſtiled the temple of the Holy Spirit, 
and Chriſt is repreſented as the chief corner ſtone, 
this temple equally belongs to the three perſons, 
and therefore thele three perſons are the one God.” 
118. | 

Anſ. In what ſenſe chriſtians are the temple of 
the Holy Spirit, and fo of God, has been conſi- 
dered above. When you infer from this chapter, 
aud particularly from the 18th, 19th, 20th, 21ſt, 
and 22d verſes that the three perſons are the one 
God, you might with equal reaſon infer, that the 
apoſtles, the Holy Spirit, Chriſt and the Father, 
ace the one God; for the apoſtles are repreſented 
as the foundation of the temple, as well as Chriſt 
the chief corner ſtone. In truth the apoſtle has 
diſtinctly ſet forth Chriſt and the Holy Spirit as 
inferior agents, through whom Jews and Gentiles 
were brought to right notions of the Father : 
then he conſiders the chriſtian church as conſiſtin 
of Jews and Gentiles, under the ſimilitude of a 
building or temple, of which the apoſtles by their 
preacning laid the foundation, and of which Chriſt 
is an eminent ſupport: and as God had his pecu- 
lar reſidence in the Jewiſh temple; ſo he dwells 
in this ſpiritual temple by the Holy Spirit, whom 
he ſent down upon the apoſtles and chriftian 
church. Remarkable it is that God is diſtinguiſh- 
ech from Chriſt and the Spirit, which is abſolutely 
inconſiſtent with the notion of three perſons and 
one God. Nothing can ſhew the falſhood of your 
cule in a ſtronger light than your attempt to ex- 
tract the Athanaſian doctrine from ſuch paſſages 
ot Scripture; it being very evident that you 
would not have recourſe to far fetched deductions, 
it = were furniſhed with direct and Jpolitive 
PI 90T, 


Matth. 
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Matth. xu. 31, 3: Upon this you obſerve, 
c that the perſon of the Holy Spirit muſt be af. 
tected by this blaſphemy, becauſe he performed 
the works; and granting that he was employed, 
it by no means takes away from his property in 
his works ;. unleſs it could be ſhewn that he is 
no more than a neceſſary and a paſſive inſtrument 
in the hands of his employer. If therefore the 
Holy Spirit be not God, but a creature, it is im- 
poſſible to ſhew that a ſin againſt a creature can be 
unpardonable; and conf: quently, he muſt be ac- 
knowledged to be God upon the account of the 
unpardonable nature of ia lin.” p. 118, 119. 
nj. You grant that the very eſſence of this 
blaſphen 2 con! liſted in this, that the Jews acted 
in oppoſition to the cleareſt light: now this was 
an unpardonable affront againſt God himſelf, who 
had loved t the Holy Spirit in theſe extraordi- 
nary operations. The caſe would have been ex- 
actly the ſame, the crime would have been at- 
tended with the fame aggravating circumſtances, 
it God had employed any other inferior agent in 
theſe miraculous operations. It is not requiſite, 
that I ſhouid prove the Holy Spirit a neceſſary in- 
ſtrument, in order to ſhew that he has not an ab— 
folute property in the works which he performed; 
it is ſufficient for the purpoſe, that I ſhew from 
Senpeure that the Holy Spirit is an inferior agent 
deriving his power and commiſſion from God; in 
which caſe blaſphemy againſt t! the Holy Spirit mult 
be the molt heinous affront offered to God himſelt, 
who made uſe of this method to afford mankind 
the higheſt conviction, and moſt ſatisfactory evi- 
dence of our Lord's divine commiſſion. And no 
reaſon can be aſſigned why this particular blaſphe- 
my ſhould be declared unpardonable, but becauſe 


It 
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ic was done in oppoſition to the cleareſt light; 


and conſequently the works of the Holy Spirit, 


and not his perſon, are here conſidered; whatever 
affront may be implied againſt the perſon of the 
Holy Spirit, was neceſſarily directed againſt God 
himſelf, whoſe agent he was. T hus a ſevere threat- 
ning is denounced by our Lord againſt thoſe pla- 
ces and cities who rejected the preaching of the 
apoſtles, becauſe they were the inſtruments em- 
ployed by God to communicate to men the glad 
ticings of the Goſpel, and could demonſtrate their 
commiſſion by miraculous. works. To reject the 
preaching of che apoſtles, could not upon any 
other account be eſteemed inexcuſable, but becauſe 
it was done in oppoſition to ſufficient light and 
evidence, which was communicated to men by 
the apoſtles, and conſequently it was rejecting the 
authority of God himſelf, whoſe immediate mini- 
ters the apoſtles were. 

Acts xxviii. 25, 26, 27. compared with IIa. vi. 

10. 

Lou obſerve upon this compariſon, ** that when 
the words, which in any of the prophets of the 
Old Teſtament are ſet forth as the immediate words 
of the Lord lebe are 7 as diſtinctly, and 
as immediately aſcribed to the Holy Spirit by the 
apoſtles in the New Teſtament, it muſt yield a. 
molt ſtrou g conviction of the real divinity of the 
Holy Spirit: becauſe every ſuch proof acquires 
the force of two; and beſides, hath the immenſe 
advantage of an application and comment m de 
by 4 an interpreter, who cannot err. Pp. I19, 120. 

4a Doubtleſs the gs were infallible in- 
terpreters of the Old Teitament, as they were in- 
ſpired with the Spirit of God. But the queſtion 
s, whether St. Paul's view in citing this prophecy 

ot 


[ 254 ] 
of Iſaiah, was to prove the Holy Ghoſt to be the 
Lord Ichovah. Now there is nothing in the text 
that points out any ſuch view, it being plainly de- 
ſigned to ſet forth the blindneſs of the Jewiſh 
people. In the 23d verſe we have an account of 


the apoſtle's preaching to the Jews, which by com- 


paring with the hiſtory of the Acts undeniably 
conſiſted in this, to prove that Jeſus whom he 
preached was the Chriſt, that being the grand 
point which -the apoſtles always laboured, when 
they preached to Jews, becauſe they already be- 
lieved in one ſupreme God. And when ſome of 
the Jews believed not, St. Paul applied the words 
of the prophet Iſaiah to the unbelieving part of 
his Jewiſh audience, It plainly appears from hence, 
that the divinity of the Holy Ghoſt was not the 
point aimed at by the apoſtle; and in order to 
make the application of St. Paul any fort of proof 
of the divinity of the Holy Spirit, 7 ſhould firſt 
be ſhewn that he had plainly in this or any other 
diſcourſe incuicated the notion you contend for; 
and then had cited the Old Teſtament in confir- 
mation of what he had plainly and expreſsly de- 
clared himſelf, But this is ſo far from being the 
cale, that we find an abſolute Glence in all his dif- 
courſes upon the ſupreme: divinity of the Holy 
Spirit; and therefore we may reaſonably have re- 
courſe to another interpretation confirmed by pa- 
ralle} texts. The ſame argument here deduced to 
prove the Holy Spirit to be the Lord, will equally 
p-2ve Moſes to be the Lord, E. vod. xxxil. 11, 
HFCs why &;th thy wrath wax hot againſs thy Peb. 
pie, which teu boaſt brought forth out of the land of 
Fg Tv; 1? Verſe 7. And tle Lord ſaid 19 Moſes, 
135 I bee doco i M for thy people which thou haſt brougbi 
_ of the . and cf Fg „ &c. Here the very 


ſame 
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ame thing is attributed to the Lord and to Mo- 
ſes, therefore it may be argued that Moſes is the 
Lord. 

With regard to ſuch ſort of inſtances, you con- 
tend that they muſt be interpreted in a different 
manner; and it is remarkable that you appeal to 
common ſenſe for departing in ſuch caſes from an 
iaterpretation that would introduce groſs confu- 
fon into the ſacred writings. But I muſt chal- 
lenge it as my right to take the ſame liberty in 
the interpretation of Scripture that you find your- 
elf obliged to ule. We are expreſsly aſſured, that 
the prophets always ſpake by the inſpiration of the 
Holy Ghoſt; ſo that if we meet with any paſſage, 
wherein God is repreſented as ſpeaking without 
the mention of the Holy Ghoſt, it may rationally 
and conſiſtently be ſuppoſed. Surely God may be 
aid to ſpeak, when the Holy Spirit, prophets, or 
tles ſpake in the name of God. It God and 
the Holy Spirit be one Being, the apoſtle would 
moſt certainly have ſaid ſo in plain terms, and 
would not have left it to be inferred by ſuch con- 
lequential arguings, as equally prove men to be 
the ſame being with God. 

But you inſiſt upon it “ that it is an abſurdity 
to ſuppoſe that God ſhould ſpeak and not ſpeak 
at the fame time; beſides, it is falſe in fact, as ap- 
pears from this one inftance of Itaiah, where the 
propher repreſents an extraordinary viſion of the 
glory of the Lord of Hoſts ; and the ord whoſe 
glory he ſaw, immediately ſpeaking to him, with- 
out the lealt mention of the Holy Spirit's inter- 
veening. So that to apply the words to the Holy 
Spirit as diſtin&t from, and inferior to God, the 
Prophet gives not the leaſt warrant.” p. 120, 


127 
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Anſ. As to the ſuppoſed abſurdity of God's 
ſpeaking and not ſpeaking at the ſame time, the 
whole tenor of Scripture and common ſenſe plain- 
ly ſhew, that it is no ablurdity to afcribe the 
words and actions of an angel-or any inferior 
being to God himſelf, in whoſe name and b 
whole authority the inferior agent acts and ſpeaks, 
Beſides, it is the ſolemn determination of our 
Saviour, that the voice of the one ſupreme God 
was never heard; Ze have neither heard his voice, 
nor ſeen his bape; and conlequently, wherever 
God is deſcribed as ſpeaking, ſome interior agent 
mult neceſlarily be ſuppoſed as the ſpeaker in the 
name of God. 

But in order to put an end to all poſſibility of 
cavili! ing, let the prophet's and the apoltle” s words 
be micely compared. In the former, God is repre- 
jented as ſpeaking theſe things to Iſaiah in a viſion; 
in the latter, it is ſaid, that the Holy Spirit ſpake them 
by Iſaiah to the fathers. Which two caſes any 
one may perceive are widely different, becaule 
Iſaiah was the only perſon who heard” theſe words 
in the viſion, as he received a commiſſion from 
God to deliver them to the people of Iſrael, and 
conſequently the people did not hear the words : 
whereas the apoſtle repreſents the Holy Spirit as 
Rar the words by Iſaiah to the people ; and 

the plain realon why the apoſtle aicrives them to 
the Holy Spirit, is evidently this, to ſhew that 
whatſoever. 1s ſpoken in Scripture, was recorded 
by the inſpiration of the Holy Spirit, and fo ſpos- 
en by him, according to the expreſs determination 
of St. Peter, 2 Pet. i. 21. Holy men of God ſpak? 
Qs they Were moved by the Holy Ghoſt. 


The paſſages in the 2d and za chapters of Re- 


velation, which I produced as an illuſtration 9! 
the 
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the prophet's and apoſtle's words, ** confirm, ac- 
cording to your account, the unity of Chriſt and 
the Holy Spirit, and altogether further corrobo. 
rate the unity of both with God. For the words 
of Chriſt are here as expreſsly ſaid to be the words 
of the Holy Spirit, as the words of the Lord Je- 
hovah in the prophet, are ſaid to be the words of 
the Holy Spirit by St. Paul.” p. 122, 123. 

Anſ. But to make the caſe quite parallel in every 
reſpect, it ſhould be obſerved, that as the | ro- 
phet's and apoſtle's words are produced to prove, 
that the Holy Spirit is Lord or God, ſo here it 
ſhould be inferred, that the Spirit is Chriſt, which 
is palpably abſurd, and ſhould oblige you to aſſent 
to a more rational interpretation. The true rea- 
ba why the words of Chriſt are aſcribed to the 
Spirit, E de Chriſt had a commiſſion from 
God to Neliver this revelation by an angel (whom 
| ſuppoſe to be the Spirit) to St. John; and con- 
ſequently, according to the uſual ftile of Scrip- 
ture, what the Spiric or Angel ſpeaks, may be pro- 
perly ſaid to be ſpoke by Chriit, as the Spirit 


derived his authority from him, and ſpake in his 
name. | 


2 Cor. mi. 1 88; 

In the Appeal I argued from the main {cope and 
celign of the apoſtle in this chapter, that the Lord 
ſignifies Chriſt; and it is obſervable in your an- 
wer, that though you have taken a great deal of 
pains to ſhew that the Lord ſignifies the Holy 
Ghoſt, yet you have not given any direct anſwer 
to the reaſons upon which my ſenſe is founded, 
which I verily believe are ſolid and ſatisfactory. 
It might be ſufficient ro refer our common readers 
to your explication and mine, that they may be 
compared together, But I will make fome ob- 
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ſervations upon your laboured explication, which 


will plainly ſhew that you have not given the true 


ſenſe of the apottle. 
From the 13th verſe relating to Moſes, you ar- 
ove © that the Lord Jehovah was the perſon whom 


he went in to confer with, Exod. xxxiv. 33, 34. 
and it being as plain that the apoſtle referreth to 


the fame pallage, by his expreſſing the veil taken 


off their hearts in the fame words, by which Mo- 
ſes expreſſes the ſame with regard to himſelf; it 


evidently follows that the Lord, to whom in the 
16th verſe the apoſtle declares the heart of the con- 
verted ſhall be turned, is intended to mean the 
ſame Lord with him, before whom, when Moſes 
went in, he took off the veil, until he came out. 


But it being further plainly to be collected from 


the apoſtle's words that he acknowledges the Lord 
Jehovah to be, not only the author and diſpenſer 

through Moſes of the types and ſhadows in the 
law, but alſo the immediate enlightener of Moſes 
himſelf; leſt _ 1. en privilege granted to Mo— 


ſes (inaſmuch as it was the Lord Jehovah himſelf 


from whom he received that high favour) ſhould 


ſeem ſuperior to that now granted to the apoſtles, 


to whom the Spirit meerly is implied to diſpenſe 


the latter; the apoſtle, to ſhew * the one and 


ſame favour was granted to both, declares that 
the Lord is that Spirit; that is, that the ſame 
Lord, who ſo highly favoured Moſes, is one and 
the ſame with that Spirit, who now enlightens the 


3 4 Ow 
5p. 124, 125. 
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Anſ. That the word Lord in the 15th verſe ne- 


ceſtariiy kes Chrilt, appears very evident from 


the context: for in the 14th verſe the apoſtle had 
laid, that the vet] 5 ignorance which is ue the 
heart of the unbelieving Jews when the Old Teſta- 

| ment 
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ment is read, is done away in Chriſt, that is, their 
ignorance is removed, when by embracing the 
Goſpel they are richtly inſtructed in the types and 
ſhadows of the old law. In the 16th verſe the 
ſame 1 ntiment is again ſet forth in the ſame form 
of expreſſion; when it (namely, the heart of the 
people of the Jews) ſhall' turn to the Lord, the 
veil ſhall be taken away. To turn to the Lord, 
in order to have the veil taken away, can poſſibiy 
mean nothing elſe but to believe in Chritt, in or 
through whom he had juſt declared, the 'veil is 
done away. And therefore when the apok's goes 
0a, ver. 17. Now the Lord is that Siri Fig 3, 
can be more manifeſt, than that the He's Lor d, 
muſt mean the very ſame Lord, who 1s national 
'n the 16th verſe, and who (the very ſame per- 
ſon) is expreſsly called Chrift, ver. 14. It is ve- 
ſtrange, that you ſhould in earneſt contend that 
the Lord, to whom the apoſtle in the 16th verſe 
-—h the heart of 'the Jews ſhall be turned, is 
the fame Lord Jehovah with whom, or whoſe an- 
gf bestens God, Moles held a conference. 
he heart of the Jews could not with any pro- 
ric be ſaid to be converted to the Lord Je- 
ovah, for him they already believed in and ac- 
&nowledged ; their grand failure was not acknow- 
be Teſus as the Meſſiah, which undeniably 
bens that the Lord in the 16th verſe means 

Chriſt, and not the Lord Almighty, and conſe- 
quently the word Lord in the 17th ver. neceſſarily 
cerotes the ſame perſon. 

Again, when you contend that the miniſtration 
of the Spirit would be inferior to the Moſaic diſ- 
penlation, upon ſuppoſition that the Spirit be any 
thing leſs than God, becauſe God is pally al- 
lowed to be the immediate author of the Moſaic 
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diſpenſation, and the Spirit is ſet forth as the 
author of the Goſpel; you in this way of arguing 
make a compariſon without the leaſt colour of 
evidence to ſupport it. In this very chapter God 
is plainly repreſented as the author of the chriſtian 
diſpenſation, ver. 6. as it is intimated that he 
was the author of the Jewiſh, ver. 13. and there- 
fore God is conſidered as the author of both diſ- 

enſations, who employed Moles as the immedi- 
ate miniſter of the one, and Chriſt of the other; 
and conſcquently, the foundation of your argu- 
ment 1s demoliſhed. The whole purport of St. 
Paul's diſcourſe 1s to point out the excellency of 
the Goſpel diſpenſation above that of the Jewiſh : 
that the former ſhews us the way to eternal life, 
but the latter could end only in men's condemna- 
tion; that the Jaw of Moles was wrapped up in 
types and ſhadows, and was only temporary; 
whereas the Goſpel is plainly and clearly ſet forth, 
and is to continue for ever, You endeavour to 
evade the groſs abſurdity of ſuppoſing the Lord 
and the Spirit of the Lord to ſignify the Holy 
Ghoſt, that is, the Spirit of the Spirit, by ob- 
ſerving, „that the Lord Jehovah and his Spirit 
are one and the ſame being, and that the apoſtle 
calls him the Spirit of the Lord, though he be 
Lord himſelf, in as true and proper a ſenſe, as the 
ſpirit of a man is the man himſelf.” Anſ. That 
the Lord Jehovah and his Spirit are not one and 


the ſame being, has been abundantly proved in this 


treatiſe : and the abſurdity of making the Spirit as 
an eſſential part of God, as the ſpirit of a man is 
of a man, has been already taken notice of; which 
indeed is little elſe but the old ſabellian notion of 
conſidering the three perſons as three different 


modes of the ſame being. Add to this, that the 
word, 
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word, Lord, in this conſtruction always ſignifies 
Chriſt, and that the title of Lord 1s never applied 
to the Holy Spirit in the Old or New Teſtament. 

As to your paraphraſe of the 18th verſe there is 
very little in it according to your own account to | 
confirm your groundleſs notion of a compariſon x 
between Moſes and the apoſtles with reſpect to God | 
and the Spirit, which has been already obviated. 1 
The true meaning of the 18th verſe is this: Bar 
we all with open face, this is not ſaid in oppoſition 
to what went before, but rather by way of expli- 
cation of, or inference from, the words immedse- 
ately foregoing : where the Spirit of the Lord is, 
there 15 liberty; and therefore we all, all true 
chriſtians, Go with open face, not through an ob- 
ſcure veil, as do the Jews, as mirrours reflecting 
the glory of the Lord, are changed into his very | 
age by the practice of virtue and holineſs from | 
one degree of glory to another, which great de- 
ſign is accompliſhed by the Spirit of the Lord. | 
The words in the original, as you rightly take no- | 
tice, are ambiguous, either the Lerd the Spirit, # 
ramely, Chriſt, who in the foregoing verſe is af- 
firmed to be the Spirit the apoſtle was ſpeaking | 
0!, or elſe by the Spirit of the Lord, What follows, | 
entirely depends upon your imaginary compariſon 4:10.78 
between God and the Spirit of God, which J have 111 
already diſproved, and therefore what is bu:it upon — 1 
i, muſt fall to the ground. $ 


Having thus examined every material article re- 
lating to God, Chriſt, and the Holy Spirit; I 
come now to conſider what you have offered with 
reg1d to thoſe paſſages of Scripture where the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are mentioned toge- 
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I obſerved in the Appeal with reſpe& to the 


original in tution of baptiſm, that our Saviour's 


own words going before, entirely deſtroy the con- 
cluſion uſually drawn from this remarkable decla- 
ration. Al powwer is given to me in heaven and in 
exrth; and conſequently, the Father is mentioned 
as the original giver of that power, the Son as 
the perſon | to whom the power was given, and the 
Holy Ghoſt as the perſon whom our Lord chiefly 
employs in the exerciſe of this power,. according 
to the commiſſion he received from his God and 
Father 

In anſwer to this plain argument, you obſerve 
* that the Son is ſet forth in Scripture as the only 
begotten of the Father, perſonally ſubſiſting with 
the Father from the beginning; the ien En or 
of all things, himſelf uncreated; eternal, and one 
with the Father, partaking of the ſame nature; 
ar d therefore one God with the Father. Now theſe 
words of our Saviour, or any other, which ſcem, 
when taken in their literal ſenſe, to claſh with this 
general doctrine, muſt neceſſarily, if they are ca- 
pable ct any other ſenſe, be underſtood in that 
which mall exactly correſpond with the conſtan 
tenor of khe waole Scriptures. But theſe words, 
when underſtood to be ipoken by Chriſt concern 
ing his human nature, do no way contradict what at 
the Scriptures ſet forth . his divine na- 
ture. But if underſtood of the g of the Son 
of God abſolutely, they then plainly oppoſe the 
other undeniable e and confequently, mult 
be taken in the ſame ſenſe moſt agreeable thereto. 
The meaning Fog of theſe words of our Saviou! 
is evidently this: my Father in conſideration 0! 
what the human nature by me aſſumed, and therc- 
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divine, hath ſuffered here; ; grants to this my hu- 
man nature, as a reward of its ſuſferings to par- 
take in union with my divine nature all That power 
which I as God enjoyed before my humiliation in 
right of the latter: which ſenſe being admitted, as 
it cvideqtly muſt, to reconcile theſe words t to other 
parts of Scripture, our inference remains {till firm 
and unſhaken.“ p. 127, 128. | 
An. It is certainly a very good rule in the inter- 
pretation of Scripture to explain ſome particular 
dallages with the general tenor of the whole Scrip- 
ture. But this rule rightly applied, will effectually 


demoliſh the notion you contend for. There are 
a the New: Teitament two hundred and forty paſ- 


iges“ which repreſent Chriſt as a perſon inferior 
5 Almighty God. The expreſſions relating to 
tus point, are plain and clear, incapable of any 
other ſenſe without violence and diſtortion: there 
not one paſſage, when rightiy explained, which 
1 lenſe ſets forth Chriſt's equality with the Fa- 
taer; his ſuppoſed equality is no more than a con- 
equi atial doctrine, deduced from ſome few texts, 
eaſily capable of another ſenſe conſiſtent with the 
general tenor of Scripture. Particularly, with 
ard bn; the inſtances you produce, I have ex- 
laaed above the true Scripture notion of the Son 
if God: I have likewiſe ſhewn that he is never 
Aled the Creator ar joint Creator of all things; 
is orm of the expreſſions, in which Chriſt's part 


3 The creation is ſet forth, neceſſarily denotes him 


an inferior inſtrument. 
As to his being deemed uncreated, it is expreſſ- 
y contradicted by ſome few deciſive texts. With 
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reſpect to the notion of his partaking of the ſame 
nature, and being one with the Father, I have 
ſhewn, that Scripture ſays nothing of this ſubtle 
diſtinction, but is a conſequential doctrine deduced 
from expreſſions not only capable of, but like- 
wiſe requiring another ſenſe. As to the doctrine 
of a divine and human nature, of which. Chriſt is 
ſuppoſed to be compounded, | have ſhewn that it 
is a meer invention of the learned to ſolve palpa- 
ble abſurditics. You are obliged to confeſs that 
your cauſe is cone, unleſs the divine and human 
nature be admitted: ail power, ſays our Saviour, 
is given unto me; if me ſignifies our Saviour's 
whole perſon, his inferiority to the Father is un- 
deniably eſtabſiſne by your own confeſſion extort- 
ed from you by the 'glaring evidence of truth, 
But is it poſſible to believe, that any common 
chriſtian ſhould take our Saviour's words in ſuch 
a ſenſe, as if me did not ſeni'y his whole perſon, 
but his human nature as diſtinguiſhed from his di- 
vine? cord the apoſtles entertain any ſuch notion, 


to whom the words were addteſſed? It is an un- 


doubted matter of fact, that no chriſtian writer 
ever advanced ſuch an interpretation till ſeveral 
hundred years after the days of the apoſtles, when 
the learned inventors of the Athanaſian dectrine 
were driven to this famous diſtinction, tn order to 
Ppalliate the groſs abſurdity of their invented 
{cheme ; and the learned defenders of the Atha- 
naſian doctrine are obliged to ſupport the ſame 
diſtincion; otherwiſe, E "OM caule is gone fer 
ever. 

Let your paraphraſe of our Saviour's words be 
examined by common ſenſe: al! porver 25 given un- 
io me in heaven and in earth, that is, my Father 


has granted to me conſidered in my h..nan natures 
What 
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what I had full power, as being equally God with 
him, to have granted to myſelf ; fo that, though 
| acknowledge the Father as the giver, yet I am 
under no obligation upon account of receiving the 
power I am poſleſſed of; for as God, I right- 
fully enjoyed the ſame power with my Father be- 
fore my humiliation. Whether we conſider the 
character of the ſpeaker, or the hearers, it is im- 
poſſible to fix fuch an abſurd ſenſe upon this de- 
claration. Common ſenſe can aſſure us, that our 
Saviour, who had power given him by the Fa- 
ther upon account of his humiliation, was obliged 
to the Father for. the poſſeſſion of this power, 
and that he never enjoyed the ſame before his hu- 
miliation: that a perſon, who has power given 
him by another, is in that reſpect inferior to him 
rom whom he received it. Before I diſmiſs this 
article, I would juſt obſerve, that, when our Lord 
ſpeaks of all power being given to him, the mean- 
ing is not, that he had the ſame power in the 
lame univerſal ſente, as if he became equally om- 
nipotent with the Father; but all power mult be 
interpreted conſiſtently with the following words 
to which it is reſtrained ; go ge therefore and teach 
all nations, &c. that is, I have received from the 
Father ſufficient power to carry on the important 
work of man's redemption. 

You go on to obſerve, © that J have utterly 
miſtaken the true foundation of this inference, 
namely, that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt 
are. equally entitled to the Godhead, becauſe we 
e commanded to be baptized into the name of 
each perſon, For it is not merely upon this ac- 
count, that it is inferred that theſe three perſons 
are equally divine; but becauſe we are thereby 
taught firmly to believe, that their joint and equal 

con- 


— 
. 
— 


— 
2 _ _ * 
— . 2 oY ny  » — — * a 
. p — 5 * — — pn 
a 3 — 
0 " 
> Y = _ 
ov 
— n — 81 ut — i. A i 
- l \ — = - - — pn 
Pl — nn $i Es on ne edt eee ummm i ee En She — 


- * — 
— — — 
„ ey _ AL. Foe. vx 
—— — > ma 


—— —  _—— —— — 


F- as 
4 2 [ 
concurrence is abſolutely neceilary to the procure: 


ment of thoſe benelits thereby vouchſafed to us. 


— 


The apoſtles were fir to teach maukind to believe 


in the Son and the Holy Spirit as well as the Fa- 
ther: to believe 0 lal vation was only to be ob- 
tained from the Father, through the mediation 
of Chriſt his 3 by the neceſlary guidance and 


illumination of the Holy Spirit; and conſequently, 
to baptize hem in the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt. But if theſe 


* 


two perſons, Son * Holy Sp! trit, are not eternal 
and co2qual with the Father; we then are taught 
ve contrary to all ſenſe and reaſon, that 


to believe 

God Almighty hath laid himſelf under ſuch re- 

ſtrictions, as not to be able to con fer his graces 

without the concurrence of two inferior creatures, 

and hath as it ere actually advanced two crea- 
14 - 


tures to a formal cocquality with himſelf.“ p. 
329, 1300. 


Chriſt and the Holy Spirit as well as the Father; 
neither, as Chriſtians, can we expect la letting but 
through the mediation of the Son, and the aſſiſt- 
ance of the Holy Spirit: upon which account we 
are commanded to be baptized into the name of 
the Son, and of the Eloly Ghoſt, as well as of 
he F What follows from hence? you in— 
fer that, if the Son and Holy 3 are not eter- 
nal and cozqual with the Father, he hath laid him- 
{elf under obligation to two inferior b. eings. This 
inference is not warravted eliner b 

ſcripture, Which plain! ly aſſure us, that the Al- 
mighty Creator thinks lit to employ inferior agents 
in the government of the world. To argue that 
God could not have diſpenſed his grace and fa- 


vour, without the concurrence of the Son and Ho- 
ly 


It is true, we are required to believe in 
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iy Spirit, me rely becauſe he hath actually made 
dem inſtrumental to our ſalvation, is preſuming 
x point not only without premiſes, but in Oppoſi- 
tion to the plain declarations of bre which 
has undeniably determined, that the whole ſcheme 
of our ſalvation originally proceeded from, and 
was entirely owing to, the tree grace and favour 
of the one ſupreme God; and we are expreſsly 
aſſured, that the Son and Holy Spirit were 
given, and appointed by him, and att in all things 
according to his will and pleaſure. Does not this 
n -ceſſurily imply, that the iupreme Father might 
have emp! Oyed any oOtner infcrior agents in the 
dert nt buſineſs of our ſalvation, if it had been 

Te 


ſent, 


Zgrecable to his infinite w ifdom: Has not God 
employed angels as miniſtring ſpirits for the be- 
belt of the church? can it be inferred from hence, 
that God hath fo tied himſelf up as not to be able 
to bellow his favours without the concurrence of 
interior beings? The whole ſcheme of provi- 
dence both in the natural and moral world, is 
carried on by ſubordinate agents. rom whence 
a late exceilent writer © has beautifully illuſtrated 
the mediatorial plan, and has a man ſhewn 
it is agreeable to the ordinary courle of God's 
. ae e Neither hath God actually advanced 

wo creatures to a "on al cocquality with himſelt, 
97 joining the So nd Holy Spirit tO bumielt in 
the Office of . The words going before, 
as I have already prov ed, demonſtrate the COn- 
trary; ; all Ne is given to me. The plain rea- 
on way Ci hriſtians . be 1 S458 itiared 1nto the name 
of the Son and E 10% © Spirit, cicarly appears from 
the whole ſcheme of the Goſp e diſpenſation, - 
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cauſe God hath appointed them as chief inſtru- 
ments for the ſalvation of men. Neither doth it 
jollow that, becauſe it is ſaid, not into the names, 
but into the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Spirit, therefore their power and 
authority are one and the ſame; ſince this way of 
arguing would equally prove, that the Father, the 
Son, and the holy angels have but one and the 
tame glory, becauſe it is faid, Luke ix. 26. Vo- 


ſeeder fhall be aſhamed of me and my words, of bim, 


Hall the Son of man be aſhamed, when he ſhall come 


an his own glory, and in bis Father's, and of the ho. 
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I produced in the Appeal (2d edit. p. 571.) 
1 Cor. x. 2. to ſhew that the argum*eot uſually 
Frawn from baptiim to prove a cocqual Trinity, 
1s entirely without foundation. 

Upon this you obſerve “ that though the apo- 
{tle ſays, the Iſraelites were baptized into Moſes; 
yet it is clear that he means nothing more than 
their paſſing through the Red Sea under the con- 
duct of Moſes, which, a-cording to the apoſtle, 
was a type of the chriſtian baptiſm ; not that he 
underſtood it to be as ful! and as perfect an inſti- 
tution, as the chriftian baptiſm, the original ac- 
count of it implying no ſuch thing.“ p. 130. 

Anſ. In whatever ſenſe the apoſtle's words be 
taken, it is not probable that he would have men- 
tioned the Iſraelites as being baptized into Moles, 
is being baptized into any perſon, had implied 
that perſon to be of equal dignity with God; 
from whence it follows that baptiſm is very far 
from ſignifying the reverence and worſhip due to 
£ mighty God. The apoſtle very properly men- 
tions this act of the Iſraclites of being baptized 


into Moſes to ſhew, that it would be of no ad- 
vantage 
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vantage to chriſtians, though they were in like 
manner baptized into Chriſt, and thereby acknow- 
jiedged him for their Lord and Maſter ; unleſs 
they were careful to avoid fin and wickedneſs, 
and lead a life agreeable to the precepts of chriſ- 
tianity : fo that the apoſtle's argument neceſſarily 
ſuppoſes a compariion between the Iſraelites and 
chriſtians. As the former became diſciples of 
Moſes by being, baptized unto him in the cloud 
and in the ſea; ſo the latter became diſciples of 
Chriſt by the baptiſm of water: as the Iſraelites 
believed Moſes as well as the Lord, Exod. xiv. 
31. fo likewiſe chriſtians were required to believe 
in Chrift, as. well as God. Neither is it of any 
importance, that the Iſraelites are not ſaid to be 
baptized into the name of Moſes z for being bap- 
tized into Moſes is exactly of the ſame import, 
ſince chriſtians are ſaid to have been baptized in- 
to Chriſt, Gal. iii. 27. Rom. vi. 3. What you 
obſerve with reſpect to the Jewilh baptiſm not be- 
ing ſo full and perfect an inſtitution as the chriſtian 
baptiſm, does not take off from the propriety of 
arguing from the one to the other: neither is the 
force of the argument deſtroyed by the ſuppoſition 
of the Jewiſh baptiſm being conſidered as the 
type of the chriſtian z an act of folemn adora- 
ton, which you ſuppoſe to be the true import of 
ine chriſtian bapriſm, cannot be properly typified 
by an act which implies no ſuch thing, as the Jew- 
n baptiſm confeſſedly did not. Upon the whole 
as the Iſraelites being baptized into Moſes, does 
not prove Moſes to be ſupreme God]; ſo chriſtians 
being baptized into Chriſt, dots not prove Chriſt 
to be ſupreme God, bur only a teacher ſent from 
Cod, whoſe doctrine all chriſtians are obliged to 
obey; juft as the Iſraelites profeſied their obliga- 
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tions to obey the law of Moſes, whom they ac- 
knowledged to be a teacher ſent from God. 

As to 1 Cor. i. 13. let the whole context be 
conſidered, and it will plainly appear, that St. 
Paul could bave no other meaning than that the 


true import of being baptized into any one's name, 


was to profels himſelf a diiciple of that perſon as 
a teacher or maiter, * 3 name he was bay- 
tized. The deſign of St. Paul in this cnapter, 
was to reprove the Corinthians upon account of 
parties they had formed in their church by ſetting 
up diſtinct teachers or maſters. Verſe 12. Nord 
this I ſay, that every one of you ſaith, Tam of Paul, 
aud 1 L Apollos, Ge; of Ce: 525, and T of Chriſt; 
that is, you rank yourteſves 1 under different lead- 
ers, or 11 Verſe 12. 1s Chriſt divided? was 
Paul cruciſied for you? or were vou baptized into 
the name of Paul? that is, is Chrift our only 
Head divided into more heads than one? am! 
Paul your maſter? do you profeſs a religion of 
mine? have I taught you any doctrine of my own? 
Could St. Paul pothibly mean, did I ever fer up 
myſelf for God? or could the Corinthians enter- 
tain any ſuch notion? The earneſtnefs of St. 
Paut's queltion, verſe 13. did not ariſe from the 
ſuppo tion that baptizing into his own name was 
in other terms ſetting up himlelt for a God, as 
you imagine, but from his zeal to reprove the 
uncharitable diviſions of the Corinthians; for which 
purpoſe he very earneitly urges a pertinent argu- 
nent, that Chriſt was their only Maſter, neither 
had they ever acknowledged any other by virtue 
of chriſtianity; and theref re it was an unchriſtian 
practice to form themſelves into parties, and to 
rank themſelves under different maſters, 


With 


— — — - #| 
— 


„ ati ee 1 CO... 


—— — 
— 


=Þ 
Gerad 


w—_ ——— 


111 


With reſpect to your obſervation, that the or- 
thodox chriſtians actually accused simon Magus of 
0 ting himſelf up for a God upon his arrogating 
to himſelf the character of Chriſt, and fo bapti- 
zing into his own name, it docs not appear by 
any thing ſaid of this impoſter in, the acts of the 
apoſtles, that he baptized people into his own 
name, and upon that account was eſteemed as a 
God. Ireneus, an early writer of the church, has 
given an account of Simon Magus: from him we 
ſcarn that he was the author and founder of feveral 
pernicious hereſies; that he was 2 d as a God: 
but e has delivercd nothing about baptizing peo— 
ple into his own name, and bein ng acknow!s dowd 
33 4 God upon that account; which alone would 
(uit your purpoſe in producing this inſtance to diſ- 
prove the tenſe I have given of the apoſtle's words, 
which evidently appears from this chapter, name- 
ly, that being baptized into the name of any one, 
is to enter himſelf a diſciple of him into whole 
name he is baptized. Thus they who were dap- 
zed into Moſes, were the dilciples of Moes; 
y who were baptized into Joan's ba otiſm, were 
105 47's diſciples, and conſequently, to be baptized 
no the name of Jelus, is to profeſs ourſelves his 
Clit ples. 
Tou go on to obſerve that “it is not merely 
ou the Son and Holy Spir et being joined in che 
ce of baptiſm, that we argue them equal to 
the atner, but from its being declared alfo that 
their joint and equal concurrence is ab! olute!y ne- 
ceſlary to the procurement of thoſe benefits there- 
by vouchlafed to us; and no ſuch thing being de- 
Clared of the elect angels, 1 Lim. v. 21. St. Þ. ul's 
dining them to the Father and Son in his charge 
0 Tim zothy, doth by no means argue them, in 


the 
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the ſame manner, equal to Father and Son; and 
conſequently, the parallel not holding in all its 


parts, the argument drawn from thence, is of ng 
131. 


— Anſ. I have proved above that the concurrence 


of the Son and Holy Spirit in the work of our 
ſalvation, entirely depends upon the ſupreme au- 
thority of the one God and Father of all, who 
thought fit to employ them as inferior agents in 
this important bulineſs; and conſequently, their 


Joint concurrence cannot be thought neceſſary in 
that ſenſe, as if the Almighty could not have 


made ule of other inſtruments, if it had been a- 
greeable to his infinite wiſdom. It is expreſsly 
declared in Scrigture, that God employs angels as 
miniſters of his — and more par.icularly the 
ſeven elect angels, who ſeem in this paſſage to 
be denoted, who are the fame with the ſeven ſpi- 
rits before the throne, from whom John wiſhes 
grace and peace, as well as the Father and the 
Son, Revel. i. 7. As therefore they are employed 
by God as well as the Son and Holy Spirit, though 
doubtleſs in lower oflices, and are likewiſe joined 
with God and the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, in a ſolemn 
Charge delivered to Timothy, the parallel exactly 
holds, and the argument drawn from it, is con- 
cluſive. The Son and Holy Spirit can no more 
be proved to be equal to the Father, becauſe they 
are joined to him in the office of baptiſm, than it 
can be proved that the elect angels are equal to 
the Father and the Son, becauſe they are joined to 
the. Father and Son, in a ſolemn charge delivered 

to Timothy. | 
You want to get rid of this ſtriking example 
by giving a new interpretation to the apoſtle's 
words, namely, that the elect angels do not 17 
8 nuf 
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nify what we commonly mean by angels, but rul- 
ers and paſtors of the church. Your interpreta- 
tion is founded upon Malach. ii. 7. where a prieſt 
is ſtiled a meſſenger of the Lord of Hoſts; and 
upon the 2d and 3d chapters of Revelation, where 
every particular paſtor of each of the ſeven church- 
es is (tiled an angel. But this is of no weight to 
prove, that elect angels muſt ſignify rulers and 
paſtors of the church, in which ſenſe it is never 
uſed in Scripture : on the contrary, the elect an- 
gels certainly denote the ſame with the ſeven ſpirits 
before the throne of God, Revel. i. 4. and are 
ſtiled the ſeven holy angels which go in and 
out before the glory of the Holy One. Tobit xii. 
13. St. Paul very properly delivers a ſolemn 
charge as in the preſence of the elect angels, be- 
cauſe we are taught by Scripture, that God and 
Chriſt employ them as miniſters in beſtowing good 
things upon the faithful, and in averting miſchiefs 
from them. | | 
produced Exod. xiv. 31. 1 Chron. xxix. 20. 
as plain inſtances to ſhew that God and the crea- 
ture are ſometimes joined together as objects of 
the ſame act. Upon this you obſerve, © that this 
is owing to the conciſeneſs of the Hebrew lan- 
guage, the ſame word being often uſed to expreſs 
different particular ſorts of the ſame general act; 
which therefore are only to be diſcovered by the 
different natures of the objects, to which the act 
is applied. Accordingly, when the people are 
ſaid, in the firſt inſtance, to believe the Lord and 
his ſervant Moſes; the ſort of belief gisen to the 
Lord is by ſo much higher than, and diſtin from, 
that given to Moſes, as by how much the Lord 
is ſuperior to, and of a diſtinct nature from, Mo- 
ſes. In the ſame manner and upon the ſame ac- 
3 count 
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count in the ſecond inſtance, the worſhip by which 
the congregation worſhipped the Lord, is under- 
ſtood to be proportionably ſuperior to, and dif- 
tint from that by which they worſhipped the 
King.” p. 132. | 

Anſ. It muſt be admitted that the Hebrew lan- 
guage is ſhort and ſcanty : but it is not peculiar 
to this language for the ſame word to be uſed in 
different ſenſes, accord ing to the nature of the ob- 
ject to which it is applied: the very ſame thing 
may be ſaid of all the languages I am acquainted 
with. Thus the word, everlaſting, in our lan- 
guage as well as the Hebrew, is applied to God 
and the bills: but when applied to God, it ſigni- 
fies eternity in the higheſt and ſtricteſt ſenſe; and 
the ſame word, when joined to hills, ſignifies on- 
ly a laſting duration ; ſo that this word derives 
its ſenſe from the nature of the ſubje&, to which 
it is applied. You have not aſſigned the true rea- 
ſon of the act of worſhip paid to the Lord and 
the King, 1 Chron. xxix. 20. being expreſſed by 
the ſame word, namely, the ſmall number of words 
in the Hebrew language : for remarkable it is, 
that there are at leaſt four words in this ſcanty 
language, whereby the act of worſhipping is de- 
noted. The fort of belief, as you rightly ob- 
ſerve, given to the Lord, in the firſt inſtance, is 
by ſo much higher than, and diſtin& from, that 


given to Moſes, as by how much the Lord is fu- 
-perior to, and of a diſtin& nature from, Moſes.” 
Give me leave to apply the fame obſervation to 
God and Chriſt, when we are required to believe 
in Chriſt as well as God, the caſe being exact 
parallel. So likewiſe with regard to the office of 
- baptiſm, by which we are initiated into the name 
of the Father, and of the Son, and of = | 
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Ghoſt, this ſolemn act muſt neceſſarily be inter- 
preted 1n a higher ſenſe when applied to the Father, 
who in other plain texts is determined to be the 
one ſupreme God, than when applied to the Son 
and Holy Spirit, who are expreſsly ſaid to be ſent 
and given by the Father. So likewife, as you 
rightly obſerve, in the ſecond inſtance, the worſhi 
by which the Congregation worſhipped the Lord, 
is underſtood to be proportionably ſuperior to, and 
diſtinct from, that by which they worſhipped the 
King. Let the ſame obſervation be applied to the 
worſhip paid to almighty God, and to Chriſt; and 
it will furniſh you with a clear ſolution of all diffi- 
culties, upon the article of worſnip, with which 
you have been perplexed, and which ſhall be diſ- 
tinctly confidered in its proper place. | 

With reſpe& to thoſe many plain texts, which I 
have produced, as repreſenting Chriſt and the 
Holy Spirit,” utterly diſtinct from God; [See Ap- 
peal, 2d edit. p. 72, 73, 74.] your anſwer fairly 
owns the fact; only you have recourſe to your old 
diſtinction, that God in theſe texts means the Fa- 
ther; it is impoſſible indeed it ſhould have any 
other ſenſe: but what you would have your readers 
infer is this, that God, when uſed ſingly and alone, 
be underſtood to comprehend Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, of which you cannot produce one 
example, as I have frequently obſcrved. How- 
ever, the light of truth ſhines ſo ſtrongly before 
your eyes, that you are obliged to grant, that 
the Father js peculiarly called God, as well upon 
the account of his being the Father of our Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt, as upon that of his being the ſource, 
or fountain, from whence the diviniry of the other 
Wo perſons eternally flows.“ Page 132. 
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Let the word eternally be left out, for which you 
have no Scripture, and I have no objection to this 
account of the ſupreme Father. You have in effect 
given up the whole cauſe you are labouring to ſup- 
port. If the Father be God in a peculiar manner, 
as being the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt; if 
the Father be the perſon, from whom the divinity 
of the Son and Holy Spirit is derived, it neceſſari- 
ly follows, that the Father is the one ſupreme 
God; he only is ſelf-exiſtent, and conſequently, 

te Son and Holy Spirit have not the ſame eſſential 

erfections with the Father; they cannot be divine 
in as high a ſenſe as the Father, becauſe they want 
the moſt eſſential perfection of the one ſupreme 
God, which is ſelf-exiſtence. I beg leave to call 
this a demonſtrative argument againſt the Athana- 
fan Trinity, formed upon your own conceſſion, 
extorted from you by the force of truth. 

] earneſtly recommended to my Chriſtian rea- 
ders, this collection of texts, wherein Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt are mentioned together : 
from whence it appears beyond the poſſibility of a 
contradiction, that God does not ſignify Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, but the Father only, ex- 
preſsly diſtinguiſhed from the Son and Holy 
Spirit. | 

In repreſenting this argument, you make me 
ſay, that „the term, God, never ſignifies either 
the three Perſons taken together, or any one of 
the other two taken ſeparately, or apart.” Pages 
I45, 140. ] | 

With reſpect to the Holy Spirit, I have proved 
above, that he is never ſtiled directly God. But ! 
never denied that the title of God is ſometimes 


given to Chriſt, as having fairly produced ex- 


amples of it, 5 
ou 
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You profeſs to have ſhewn in © the courſe of 
this examination, that the Son is frequently ſtiled 
God, and that in as high and as abſolute a ſenſe as 
the Father, contrary to my groundleſs inſinuation 
of the term being taken abſolutely, when applied 
only to the Father, and in an inferior ſenſe, when 
applied to the Son.“ Page 146. 

Anſ. On the other hand, I have plainly prove 
that the term, God, when taken abſolutely, always 
means the Perſon of the Father; and that the 
term, God, when applied to the Son, is undeni- 
ably uſed in the inferior ſenſe; neither is he fre- 
quently ſo ſtiled, the undoubted inſtances of it are 
but few. 1:8 

You obſerve, © that the inferiority in Scripture 
aſcribed to the Son, regards only either his human 
nature, or the relation of- Sonſhip, or office; 
while his unity and equality with the Father, as 
the only begotten Son of God, and conſequently, 
of the ſame nature with the Father, and therefore 
God the Son, is conſtantly preſerved, and fre- 
quently inculcated.” Page 146. 

Anſ. J have effectually overthrown the diſtinc- 
tion of the human and divine nature, by which you 
endcavour to evade the interiority aſcribed to 
Chriſt, which you cannot deny: I have hkewiſe 
demoliſhed the notion of Chriſt's equality with the 
Father, drawn from the relation of a Son. 

And whereas you affirm, that “ the Holy Spirit 
is called God in the ſame ſenſe with the Father.“ 
The falſhoo! of this undeniably appears from 
hence, that he is ſo far from being called Gol in 
as high a ſenſe as the Father, that he is never ſtiled 
God at all, as I have proved above by a particular 
eximination of thoſe paſſages, that have been 
uſually alledged for this purpoſe. 

3 Your 
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Your arguing from the Holy Spirit, being de- 
ſcribed as the Spirit of God, to prove that he is 
as much in God as the ſpirit of man is in man, 
has been conſidered above, which indeed deſtroys 
the diſtinct perſonality of the Holy Spirit, and 
makes him the ſame with God. When you ob— 
ſerve, that the ſeeming inferiority aſcribed to the 
Holy Spirit in Scripture, plainly regards his office 
only; 1 anſwer, the Sctipture has clearly determin- 
ed; that the Holy Spirit is a perſon inferior to 
God and Chriſt, becauſe he is repreſented as being 
given, ſent, and employed by them for the bene- 
fir of the church. But as to metaphyſical nature, 
or eſſence, in which you would inſinuate his equa- 
lity with the Father conſiſts, the Scripture has de- 
termined nothing z this was the invention of men, 
who aimed at being wiſe above what was written. 
Again, I have confuted above the notion you 
advance, with reſpect to Chriſt and the Holy 
Spirit, being ſuppoſed conſtant and neceſſarily 
concurring, agents with the Father, in the works of 
creation and redemption ; the Scripture has plainly 
determined their inferior agency, by aſcribing their 
miniſterial offices to the ſupreme authority of the 
one God and Father of all, who thought fit to 
employ them. | 
Laſtly, when you affirm ** that the ſame attri- 
bures, titles, and characters, which are conſtantly 
aſcribed to God, when mentioned ſing!y, are fre- 
quently, and in as full a ſenſe, given diſtindly to 
the Son and Holy Spirit:“ you are confronted 
with plain Scripture, which has given ſome pecu- 
liar titles and attributes to the Father, which are 
never applied to. the Son and Holy Spirit: [See 
Appeal 2d edit. p. 133 and what has been above al- 


ledged in this Defence. ] and with reſpect to thole 
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titles and attributes, which are confeſſedly aſcribed 
to the Son and Holy Spirit, they muſt be un- 
derſtood in an inferior ſenſe, as I have already 
proved. 

Having demonſtrated the falſhood of your pre- 
miſes, your concluſion naturally fails, which is 


this:“ Whence it evidently follows, (that is, the 


truth of the preceding obſervations being eſtabliſh- 
ed, which I have effectually overthrown) that the 
term, God, when uled in Scripture, without any 
particular ſpecification, cannot be denied to be ap- 
plicable to the three Perſons altogether : and there- 
fore, a manifeſt fallacy runs through the whole 
argument advanced in the Appeal, the proofs it is 
built upon, being plainly reſtrained, and particu- 
lar, while the concluſion is, notwithſtanding, un- 
Iimitted and univerlial.” Page 147. 

Anſ. The nature of my argument is this : there 
are feveral hundred paſſages in the New Teſta- 
ment, where the word, God, by virtue of the 
conſtruction, is neceſſarily confined to the Father 
only, which you are obliged to grant. Again, in 
ail the paſſages, where the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, are mentioned together, God and the Fa- 
ther are uſed indifferently, to denote the ſame 
Perſon, as diſtinguiſhed from the Son and Holy 
Spirit, which likewiſe you are obliged to grant: 
from whence I juſtly conclude, that the word, 
God, taken abſolutely, does not ſignify Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, but the Father oniy, there 


being no paſſage where it neceſſarily conveys the 


notion of three Perſons. Add to this, that the 
word, God, in Scripture never ſignifies more per- 
lons than one, either the Father, or the Son, to 
whom it is ſometimes given in the inferior ſenſe. 
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You charge me with an unfair manner of com- 
paring the doctrine of the Athanaſian Creed, with 
the doctrine of the Scriptures. You obſerve, that 
the diſtinction and unity of the divine perſons may 
be thus underſtood ; © The Scriptures declare that 
God is one, and at the ſame time aſcribe to each 
perſon, the characters, powers, and attributes of 
the one God.” Page 147. 

Anſ. The misfortune is, that the Scriptures con- 
ſtantly declare the direct contrary to be true; which 
have determined, in the moſt ſolemn manner, not 
only that God 1s one, in which all Chriſtians are 
agreed, bur likewiſe, that this one God is the Fa- 
ther only, expreſsly diſtiuguiſned from the Son, 
and Holy Spirit. When therefore you affirm, 
that © the Scriptures ſay neither more nor leſs than 
the Athanaſtan Creed;“ you are directly anſwered, 
by comparing the Scripture declarations, with the 
declarations of the Athanaſian Creed: according 
to the former, the one God is the Father only; 
but according to the latter, the Father is God, 
the Son is God, and the Holy Ghoſt is God; and 
yet there are not three Gods, but one God. It is 
impoſſible to reconcile theſe declarations with 
Scripture, or with each other; and therefore, as a 
ſincere Chriſtian, I chu'e rather to give up the 
Athanaſian Creed, than the declarations of Chril: 
and his Apoſtles. But I cannot fee how I have 
been unfair in making the compariſon : I thought 
myſeif obliged, as a Chriſtian, to compare to- 
gether the words of God and the words of men : 
if doctrines eftabliſhed by the authority of man, 
will not bear the teſt of Scripture interpreted by 
common ſenſe, who can help it? Iam afraid, the 
only unfairneſs of which you complain, is the 
method I have taken, which indeed has a natural 

tendency 
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tendexcy to demonſtrate, even to eye ſight, the 
falſhood of human decrees; which muſt appear 
very diſagreeable to thoſe perſons, who ſeem de- 
termined to ſupport right, or wrong, the outward 
profeſſion of favourite opinions. I am well aſſur- 
ed, that no unprejudiced Chriſtian can poſſibly con- 
demn me, ſor the truly Chriſtian method taken in 
the Appeal. | 

You obſerve, “that the title of God being 
eminently given to the Perſon of the Father in 
ſome texts, where the three Perſons are diſtinctly 
mentioned, 1s plainly allowed and implied in the 
Athanaſian Creed; where the eminence of the 
Perſon of the Father over the other two, as being 
the fountain and ſource of their divinity, 1s clearly 
ſtated in the 21ſt, 22d, and 23d propoſitions 
and though, in the 24th and 26th, their co-eterni- 
ty and co-equality . are, from the unity of their 
nature, juſtly affirmed ; yet a priority of rank and 
order, 1s clearly all along reſerved to the Perſon 
of the Father.” Page 147. 

Anſ. It is true, the eminence of the Father is 
clearly ſet forth in ſome of the propoſitions of 
this famous Creed; but then in others it is no leſs 
plainly and expreſsly contradicted. If the Father 
be God in a more eminent ſenſe than the Son and 
Holy Spirit, it cannot be true that the three Per- 
ſons are co- eternal and co- equal, which neceſſarily 
lignifies an equality in every reſpect; and the ſame 
thing is ſtrongly aſſerted in theſe words: And in 
this Trinity none is afore, or after other, none is 
greater, or leſs than another. Indeed the Creed 
elf, is full of palpable abſurdities and contra- 
dict ons, abſolutely inconſiſtent with common 
lenſe, and the plain declarations of Scripture. 


You 
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You aſk, © Have not Chriſt and his Apoſtles 
taught, that Chriit and his Father are one in the 
ſtricteſt ſenſe 2"? 
Anſ. H have proved the contrary. Again,“ have 
they not taught that the Father, Son, and the Holy 
Spirit, are, in the ſame manner, one?” A,. 
They have aſſerted no ſuch thing in any ſenſe. 
Do they not teach, that each is God, and yet 
that there is but one God?” Anſ. They teach as 
plainly as words can expreſs it, that the Father is 
the one God, diſtinguiſhed from the Son and Holy 
Spirit. They have given Chriſt the title of God, 
in an inferior ſenſe: but the Holy Spirit is never 


ſtiled God at all. Is not the Son declared to be 


the only begotten of the Father ? Doth not the 
Holy Spirit proceed forth from the Father ? Was 
not the Son, from the beginning, that is, eternally 
with the Father? And is not the Holy Spirit call- 
ed expreſsly the eternal Spirit? Heb. ix. 14. And 
though ſome copies read it, Holy Spirit, yet, if 
he was never called eternal, he muſt be acknow- 
ledged as eternal as God, whoſe Spirit he 1s." 
Page 148. 

Anſ. I have plainly ſhewn from Scripture, that 
the Son is not ſtiled the only begotten of the Fa- 
ther, upon the account of deriving the ſame nature 
from the Father, with reſpect to eſſence, or ſub- 
ſtance, and I have diſtinctly explained the ſeveral 
ſenſes, in which he is ſtiled the Son of God, not 
one of which is conſiſtent with your ſcheme. As 
tor the Holy Spirit's proceeding from the Father, 
it has no fort of relation to eſſence, or ſubſtance, 
but means his going forth, or being ſent out from 
the Father, according to the ſtrict propriety of the 
Greek. Beginning, cannot poſſibly ſignity eter- 
naily, without a manifeſt perverſion of lange 
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And as to the Spirit's being inferred to be eternal, 
becauſe he is ſtiled the Spirit of God, this goes 
upon the ſuppoſition that the Spirit is an eſſential 
part of God; whereas the contrary manifeſtly ap- 
pears from every declaration of Scripture, wherein 
he is mentioned. | 

Again, you aſk, © Can there be three eternals ? 
Can there be three Gods? 

Anſ. There evidently cannot. In this we are 
both agreed. It 1s expreſsly contrary to reaſon, 
and to the ſolemn determination of Scripture, to 
ſuppoſe three Gods, that is, three Perſons equally 
ſupreme, equally ſelf-exiſtent, equally adorned 
with all poſſible perfections. If you ſuppoſe the 
Son and Holy Spirit equally ſupreme with the Fa- 
ther; turn it which way you will, you make three 
diſtinct Gods. If you ſay that the Father only is 
ſupreme, and allow any ſubordination to the Son 
and Holy Spirit, then your own charge falls upon 
you; here is * one ſupreme, and two ſubordi- 
nate: this is ſtill making three diſtinct Gods, con- 
trary to the expreſs declarations of Scripture, 
which gives not the leaſt warrant for any ſuch diſ- 
tinction: and to ſuppoſe a creature, or creatures, 
exalted to the dignity of a God by office, is to ſup- 
poſe them only nominal Gods; that is, Gods and 
no Gods at the ſame time.” 

Anſ. Thus you yourſelf are involved, in the 
very ſame difficulties which you fix upon me. In 
order to avoid ſuch perplexities, you think it ne- 
ceſſary to conclude, that “ the three Perſons 
mult be equally, however incomprehenſibly the 
one God: for this is, The myſtery, which was 
kept ſecret ſince the world began, but now is made 
manifeſt, and by the Scriptures of the Prophets, 
according to the commandment of the everlaſting 
God, 


2 
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ee, 
God, made known to all nations for the obedience 
of faith, Rom. xvi. 25, 26.” Pages 148, 149. 

Anſ. It is no wonder that doctrines abſurd and 
ſelf-contraditory ſhould neceſſarily lead their de. 
tenders to manifeſt inconfiſtencies. Let Scripture 
interpreted by common ſenſe be our rule, and we 
avoid the abſurdity of making three ſupreme Gods 
on the one fide, which is expreſsly condemned b 
Scripture and reaſon; and likewiſe the no leſs equal 
abſurdity on the other of making three ſupreme 
intelligent perions one intelligent being, and at the 
ſame time inconſiſtently aſcribing a fort of ſupremacy 
and preheminence to one, and a ſubordination to the 
other /wo pr/ons, Which deſtroys the notion of 
their being equa /y. the one God. On the other 
hand, the Scr-pture uniformly and ſolemnly main- 
tains the doctrine of one ſupreme God in the ſtrit 
and literal ſenſe, and plainly and powerfully de- 
termines the Father to be the very perſon, as diſ- 
tinguiſhed from all other perſons or beings, and 
particularly Chriſt and the Holy Spirit, who are 
conſtantly repreſented as perſons interior to him 
and acting in all things, according to his ſupreme 
will and pleaſure. The Son indeed is ſometimes 
ſtiled a God in the interior ſenſe, which notion is 
warranted by the expreſs authority of our Lord 
himſelf; and to argue that Chriſt cannot be a 
God at all, unieſs he be God in as high a ſenſe as 
the Father, is in other terms to condemn the 
Scripture for giving the title of God to inferior 
beings, and particularly to Chriſt, But remarka- 
ble it is, that the Holy Spirit is never ſtiled God 
at all. 

In order to prove the doctrine of three perſons 
a one God to be the grand end of the chriitian 
revclacion, you quote Rom. xvi. 25, 26, I can- 
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not help reminding you as a ſincere chriſtian, to 
forbear ſuch a manifeſt abule of Scripture, and ſuch 
a groſs impoſition upon your chriltian readers, as 
you have too plainly diſcovered in this quotation. 
The myſtery St, Paul refers to, undeniably means 
the calling of the Gentiles to the knowledge of 
| God's will by the revelation of his Son; upon this 


ſobject he had profeſſedly diſcourſed in a conſide- 


rable part of this epiſtle, and this ſenſe of the 
word myſtery is unanſwerably determined by Epheſ. 
1. 9. chap. iii. 3, 6, 9. Coloſſ. i. 26, 27. The 
calling of the Gentiles is ſtiled a myltery, be- 
cauſe neither Jews nor Gentiles had the leaſt no- 
tion of this extraordinary favour, till it was re- 
vealed to them by the apoſtles; but upon its reve- 
lat on it ceaſed to be a myſtery : this Scripture no- 
tion of the word myſtery overthrows that notable 
application of this famous ſound to abſurd doc- 
trines of human invention. When inquiſitive Be- 
reans have preſumed to bring doctrines deemed 
myſterious to the teſt of Scripture and Reaſon, 
the defenders of them have always endeavoured 
to evade a rational examination by crying out, 
theſe are myſteries of faith, and, ſo muſt not be 
examined by carnal reaſon ; whereas a myſtery, 
according to Scripture, is ſome purpoſe or decree 
of God not yet revealed ; and conſequently, when 
It 1s revealed, it is no longer a myſtery, To ſup- 
poſe any particular doctrine revealed, and at the 
ſame time to continue myſterious, is inconſiſtent 
with common ſenſe, and the Scripture notion of 
this famous word. If the Athanaſian doctrine of 
the Trinity had been the myſtery which had been 
kept ſecret ſince the world began, and is now 
made manifeſt unto all nations, it is abſolutel 

unaccountable that St. Paul ſhould not be able by 
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the aſſiſtance of the Spirit to expreſs this doctrine 
as clearly and preciſely, as writers who lived four 
or five hundred years after his time, Burt let the 
Appeal be conſulted upon this point, (2d edit, p. 
77, 78.) to which you have given no anſwer, [ 
would juſt add, that upon ſuppoſition St. Paul 
had meant the Athanaſian Trinity by the myſtery 
which was kept ſecret ſince the world began, but 
is now made manifeſt, he has actually forgot the 
very doctrine he was labouring to inculcate; for 
in the next verſe, 'which is the concluſion of 
the epiſtle, he has expreſſed himſelf as if he enter- 
tained no ſuch doctrine ; To God only wiſe, be glo- 
ry through Jeſus Chriſt. I muſt beg you to aſſign 
ſome good reaſon, if you ſhould write again upon 
this ſubject, why St. Paul, if he had meant by 
the word myſtery the Athanaſian ſcheme, could 
not have plainly ſaid, To God the Father, God 
the Son, and God the Holy Ghoſt, three perfons 
and one God only wiſe be glory for ever; or, to Fa- 
ther, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, three Perſons and one 
God be glory for ever; or elſe, to Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghoſt. As certain as St. Paul was an in- 
ſpired apoſtle, ſo certain is it that theſe doxologies 
were impoſed upon chriſtians by the authority oi 
man, and not of God. | 
In the Appeal I thought myſclf obliged to point 
out that very faith which is declared in Scripture 
to be neceſſary to make a man a chriſtian, that it 
might be compared with the damnatory clauſes 
of the Athanaſian creed. (See Appeal, 2d edit. p. 
78, 79, 80, 81, 82.) 1 
In anſwer to this have you ſhewn, that I have 
miſrepreſented or miſinterpreted the plain Scripture 
declarations relating to this important point ? you 
have not ſo much as attempted it. If the apoſtles 
have clearly determined in great numbers 1 
ages, 
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ſages, (not two or three texts only, as you would 
infinuate,) what faith is neceſſary to make men 
chriſtians, my buſineſs was to ſet it forth, as the 
have delivered it, and this I have faithfully done, 
And if this method has a natural tendency to over- 
throw creeds and articles of human invention, the 
charge muſt fall upon the apoſtles themſelves, who 
were not acquainted with the nice and ſubtle diſtinc- 
tions, invented by learned men ſeveral hundred 
years after their time. The whole ſtrain of the 
four Goſpels and Acts of the apoſtles, as obſcrved 
in the Appeal, clearly demonſtrates that the faith 
neceſſarily required of Jews and Gentiles was this, 
namely, that Jeſus was the Chriſt, or Son of God; 
and all thoſe, who profeſſed this faith, were ac- 
knowledged as believers. 

mentioned indeed ſome other articles neceſſa- 
rily implied in this fundamental propoſition, that 
jeſus is the Chriſt, or Son of God; but nave 
claimed no power either for myſelf, or any other 


perſon to abridge, or enlarge them, as it would 


anſwer my purpoſe according to your infinuation : 
| fay articles neceſſarily implied, for there is no 
end of conſequential doctrines; and accordingly, 
the articles I mentioned are plainly and clearly ſer 
forth in Scripture itſelf as the neceſſary conſequence 
of this fundamental article, that Jeſus is the 
Chriſt, | 

As for that unchriſtian reflexion you caſt upon 
me for ſpeaking of my bleſſed Redeemer in the 
very words of Scripture, (p. 149) J heartily for- 
give you, and am diſpoſed to impute it to a warm 
and miſguided zeal for what you eſteem the cauſe 
of God. 

You do not pretend to ſhew that I have miſre- 
preſented Scripture, with reſpect to the articles 
necellarily implied, but obſerve that I ought to 

have 
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have inferred a great deal more: particularly, 
that Chriſt by virtue of being the Son of God, 
was equal with God, and was ſtrictly and eſſential- 
ly one with his Father.“ Anſ. I have effectually 
diſproved this interpretation in the courſe of the 
debate. I would only juſt obſerve, that when 
you argue © from the principle of analogy, that 
as an human ſon is equal in nature to his human 
father, ſo a divine ſon is equal in nature to his di- 
vine father.” I anſwer, that this inference is not 
rightly drawn: for among men, a ſon, does not, 


properly ſpeaking, derive his being from the fa?” | 


ther, his father being no more than an inftrument 
in the hands of God: whereas God, when he is 
called Father, muſt be underſtood to be a real and 
efficient cauſe, the very giver of life: ſo that 
though there be an equality between father and 


ſon upon earth, yet the analogy does not hold 


with reſpect to God and any particular being ſtiled 
his Son: Son of God in Scripture generally de- 
notes a perſon, who derives his being from God 
immediately without an inſtrumental cauſe. Thus 
Adam and angels are ſtiled the tons of God, and 
Chriſt is called the only begotten, as being deri- 
ved from the Father in a peculiar manner, ſo as 
to be diſtinguiſhed from all other ſons. 

Upon the whole you conclude “ that there is 
but one God.” In this grand principle we are 
uniformly agreed: but ſurely it is ſomething very 
ſtrange, that we cannot come to. an agreement 
what is meant by one God. There muſt be ſome 


very conſiderable failure either in the declarations 


of Scripture, or in our own underſtandings : the 
former caſe cannot be ſuppoſed without calting a 


ſevere reproach upon the word of God; and there- 


fore the fault muſt be ſome way or other in or 
; {c1Vves. 
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ſclres. In any other caſe, it would be thought 
altoniſhing, if men of reaſon could not agree a- 
mong themſelves what they meant by one man, 
by one lord, by one king, or by one angel. You 
have no {ooner profeſſed your faith in one God, 
but you immediately deny that God is one, that is, 
one perſon, which is the only eonfiſtent ſenſe of 
one, when applied to an intelligent being. 

Let us hear the concluſion of this important 
oueltion according to your account: That this 
one God is but one individual perſon, the word of 
God no where declares: and reaſon ſhewing us, 
that one God and one perſon, cannot, in any pro- 
per ſenſe, be reciprocal term: it is not only un- 
reaſonable, but the higheſt preſumption, to con- 
fine the idea or notion of the one God, to that of 
one in dividual perſon, without the expreſs war- 
ant of Scripture for ſo doing. T he Scripture 
ea of God comprehends more perſons than one. 
ror as there is evidently but one true God, _ 
conſeq uu: ently, only one true idea of God, and 
tnis ſame idea applied to three ſeveral — 
[0 it muſt evidently follow, that the one true 
idea of God includes theſe three perſons. But 
that this ſame idea of the one God is, equaliy, 
applied to the three perſons, appears alſo from 
the direct and equal application of the characters, 
powers, and attributes of the one God to each 
perlon. And though when the three perſons are 
mentioned di inctly together, the Father alone, 
by way of em:; 1ence, is ſometimes ſtiled God; yet 


2 


tne as 107 two perions being at other times expreſs: 
called God, and Father, Son, and Holy Spirit 
Hugg nd v {tiled one; this ditt inction in favour 
of the Father, can only be accounted for by his 
priofity of rank and order in the Godhead : while 
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time the unity of God maintained, mult neceſſa— 
rily lead unbiaſſed minds to interpret the expreſs 

unity of the three perſons into an unity of nature. 
But the application of the evidence produced in 
the Appeal, evidently tends to deſtroy the unity 
of God, by introcucing, not a trinity of perſons, 
bur a trinity ot Gods: and though the appellant, 
A making one of them only ſupreme, and the 
other tw. lubordinate, makes his doctrine to chime, 
in ſome fort, with the meer found of Scripture 
words; yet his diſtinction maniteſtiy contradictin 
the expreſs words of God himſelf, who hath de- 
clared thai there is none other god beſides him- 
felt, whereby even his ſubordinate gods are abſo- 
Jutely excluded; and making the unity to conſiſt 
in ſupremacy alone; whereas the words of Scrip- 
ture plainly fix it in the divine nature; the ver- 
dict which any man of common ſenſe mult bring 
in, upon a due conſideration of the whole evidence, 
can be no leſs, than that the appeilant has not on- 
ly partially repreſented the truth, by unfairly ſup— 
preſſing the moſt material part, but groſly cor- 
rupted what he could not av. & producing.“ p. 151, 
2. 152- 

An. Bl:fſed be the God of truth; all this con- 
tuſon and perplexity may be eaſily avoided by hav- 
ing recourſe to Scripture, which has plainly and 
fol manly determined, that God is not only one 


being, but likewiſe one 2 even the Father 


of our Lord Jcſus Chrilt, The Father is declared, 
in the moſt folemn manner, to be the only true 
God, as diſtinguiſhed from Chriſt ; and likewile 
the one God is ; expreſsly dete mined to be the Fa- 
ther, in diſtinction from Chriſt, and the Holy Spi- 


rit ; ſo that the term, ce, when applied to God 
: as 


their being equally ſtiled God, and at the ſame 
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25 well as other intelligent beings, neceſſarily de- 
notes one individual becken. That the one God 
is one perſon, is not only the profeſſed determi- 


nation of Chriſt and his apoſtles, but the ſame no- 


tion is neceſſarily implied in thouſands of paſſages 
of the Old and New Teſtament : when God is 
repreſ-nted as ſpeaking of himſelf, I cannot hel 
judgin 2 that the terms, I and me, neceſſarily {12- 
nify one perſon ; when God 1s addreſſed to, or 
(pol den of, that thou and thee, he and bim, neceſſa- 
lily denote one perſon ; otherwiſe, the Bible is no 
revelation to my underſtanding, Whatever pre- 
ſumption you may fix upon me for confining the 
idea or notion of ont God to that of one indivi- 
dual perſon, I am reſolved by God's aſſiſtance to 
profels and propagate this grand truth, namely, 
one ſupreme Go and Father 'of all. 

As to your pretence that the idea of one true 
God is applied to three ſeveral perſons, I have 


proved the contrary in the courſe of this debate; 


a d have likewiſe overthrown the foundation on 
which this pretence is built, namely, © the direct 
and equal application of the characters, powers, 
and attributes of the one God to each perſon.“ I 
nave likewiſe ſhewn the manifeſt inconſiſtency of 
making the perſon of the Father God in a more 

eminent ſenle than the Son and Holy Spirit, and 
at the fame time the:r being co- equal and co-eter- 
nal. With reſpect to the unity of nature, in 
which you fande the unity of God to conſiſt, I 
have ſh-wn above, that the Scripture has deter- 
mined not hin g about unity of nature or eſſence, 
Tour notign yadeed Cefſtioys the real unity of God, 
lor chien ſeem ſolicitous: for three co- 
equa! perſons, upon your own ſuppolition that 
they have the fame common nature, are three 
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diſtinct Gods. On the other ſide, my notion of 
the unity of Go4 is plain and clear, expreſsly con- 
firmed by reaſon and Scripture. I can expreſs my 
79 in Scripture nene 7 one Spirit, 

ne Lord, one God and Father of all: but you are 
oblived to expreſs your faith in language and forms, 
never heard of in the chriſtian church, till {everal 
hundred years after the days ot the apoſtles. 
py as.to your of j<ction, that the notion of ſub- 
ordinate gods 18 it olutely excluded by the ex- 
prels words of God himiclt, be hath declared 
there is none other gods br de s himſelf; this de- 
claration points out the impoſſibility of more w 
preme gods than one; it is . with this d 
Claration, that the title of gods ſhould be given t to 
other beings in an injerior "Tente, which is a plain 
Scripture fact. As the Holy Spirit is never ſliled 
God in any ſenſe, the only thi ng to be acccunted 
for on ny fide is this, how the title of God given 
to Chriſt, is Ay! ent with the acknowledgment 
of one God and Father of all; which is unan— 
ſwerably done by our Lord himſelf, by referring 
every thing to the honour of the Father. whom he 
ſtiles the only true God, as diſtinguiſhed from him- 
ſelf; he has likewiſe proteſſedly determined, that 
the notion of inferior gods is warranted by Scrip— 
e. | 

Thus I have impartially examined every mate- 
rial article you have advanced upon this head; and 
it muſt be left to the judgment of our readers to 
bring in the verdict according to evidence, It 15 
obſervable that the evidence, as ſummed up in the 
Appeal, (2d edit. p. 82, 83.) ) TEmains unſhaken, 
and appears ſo plain and ſtrong even to yourſelf, 
that you have not ventured to ſet it before your 


readers, and then cenfront it with your own 'evi- 


dence 
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dence on the other ſide. I have the ſati-faction 
to | ad upon a review, that all the material evi- 

nce on your ſide, is fairly produced 1 in the Ap- 
1005 without ſuppreſſion, perverſion, or corrup— 
don, notwithitanding the groundleſs charge you 
endeavour to [ix Upon me. 

Up on the moſt impartial review my concluſion 
is this: 1f there be any truth that ſhines with 
lilkingui ned luſtre; if there be any doctrine of 
pecul ar 1mPO! tance in natural and revealed relt- 
gion, the unity of God in the literal ſenſe is cer- 
907 c intitle ed to this glorious character. It is the 
voice of Moſes and the rophets; it is the voice 
of Chr {t and his apoſtles; it is the voice of rea- 
on, the voice of nature, that there is one, and 
but one ſupreme 1800 nd Governor of the world, 
me 1 gent Being or Perſon of all poſſible per- 
con, from whom all o her beings derive tneir 
iſtence; by whoſe ſupreme authority the Son 
meal was fent to bring men back to his God and 
30 ther, and the Holy S spirit eng loyed in the guid- 
ance and ſanctification of the church of Chriſt, 
To this ode ſupreme and all perfect Being, the 
God and Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, be 
aler bed all poſible honour and glory by men and 
angels for ever and ever. 

. is vour duty, as a ſincere chriſtian, to take 
particular care that you do not employ your abili- 
%Y 1 an character to hurt the grand prin- 
e of all relig] on, and to ſupport: a doctrine 
really deſtructive of it. 


As my firſt queſtion is clearly and ſolidly de- 
{frmin:d in favour of the real unity of God, my 
ond que _—_ is of courſe decided; and conſe- 
Wently, all you can ſay in defence of the Atha- 

9 naſian 
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naſian worſhip muſt neceſſarily fall to the ground. 
But I am reſolved to attend you with my obſerva- 
tions in every material article not already anſwer- 
ed, and to give all poſſible 1 latisſaction to common 
chriſtians upon this important ſubject. 
| have already conſidered what you offer, with 
reſpect to the one God not ſignifying the perſon of 
the Father only; and likewiſe that God is the Fa- 
ther of all creatures in a different ſenſe from that 
of his being the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. 
Your repeated obl- rvation, that God, abſolutely 
taken, cannot be denominated a perſon, has been 
effectually overthrown : only I Ke d add, that the 
God mentioned in Matth. iv. 10. whom the Jews 
worſhipped, and Satan acknowledged, is the per- 
ſon of The Father, which our Saviour himſelf has 
expreſsly deter -mined, John viii. 54. and it is a 
nc 13 matter of fac „that the Jews were at 
that time ſtrict unitarians, that is, they worſhip- 
ped the ſame one {vupreme God whom Chriſt him- 
elf adored, without the leaſt thought of a plura- 
ity Ol f perſons. J have likewiſe taken notice above 
the infinite abſurdity you advance, when you 
Interpret the word, Fath r, as ſignifying Father, 
Son, aa, Holy Ghoſt. A 7 aa chriſti 
an cannot poſſibly believe that, when our Lord ci. 
ecte 0 bis diſciples to pray in "this form, Our Ja- 
er, &c. this ſhou'd denote Father, Son, and Holy 
Zhoſt. The whole ſtrain of our Lord's Sermon 
upon th Nn nt, all his other diſcoufſes, and the 


writings of the apoſtles, loudly proteſt againſt any 


buch notion. It is obſervable that, when our r Lord 


ſpeaks expt refs ly of the duty of prayer in his Ser. 
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jaſtance of a prayer to Chriſt, Matth. vii. 21. Not 
every one that ſaith unto me, Lord, Lord, ſhall 
enter into the kingdom of heaven, but he that 
doth the will of my Father which is in heaven. 
| never underſtood this to be a prayer, ang it cer- 
tainly is not: the plain meaning of it is this, Not 
every one who profeſies himiclt a chriſtian, and 
makes an outward profeſion of my religion, or 
acknowledges me for his Lord and Maſter, ſhail 
enter into the kingdom of heaven, &c. .You 
cannot help acknowledging, that the word, Ta- 
ther, in this p:ſſage means the perſon of the Fa- 
ther, and every unprejudiced chriſtian cannot help 
acknowliedging, that Father means the ſame per- 
ſon in "Vi other paſſages of this Sermon; and, 
particularly, that Chriſt in this paſſage refers the 
whole buſineſs of our ſalvation to the honour of 
the Father, as the firſt and original author, As 
to the will of Chriſt being the {dame with the will 
of the Father, I have conſidered this above. (See 
Sincere Chriſtian's Anſwer, &C. p. 153, 154.) 
You obſerve, that I have plainly miſtaken the 
iiF-rence between the worſhip of the Old and 
New Teſtament, becauſe I inferred from the col- 
Icon of texts relating to . that the Jews 
ere commanded to worſhip the one ſupreme God 
a him only; and in the ow JTeſt ment chriſti- 
ans are commanded to worſhip the ſame one ſu- 
preme God in the name of Chrift. It is remark- 
avle that you are obliged ig effect to ſay the very 
lame thing; a nd the difference 1s this only, that 
you do not = the word ſopreme in the Oid, 
or New Teſtament. But ſurely when God is ſtiled 
in the Old Teſtament the God of gods and Lord 
of lords, this neceſſarily implies the notion of ſu- 
preme: and in the New Teſtament, when the Fa- 
U 4 ther 
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ther is ſtiled the only true God, the Lord God 
Almighty, the notion of ſupreme is plainly de— 
noted. En. God is deſcribed und-r the cha- 
racter of Moſt High in the Old and New Teſta— 
ment; and A does this OY mean but ſu- 
pre me? 

Again, you are obiiged to grant, that “ the 
general conic of the Gof nel-W orlhi ip is addreſſed 
to the perſon of the Father in the name of Jeſus 
Chriſt, through the guidance of the Holy Spirit, 
I take a particular erg in giving my aſſent 
to this _ a body as =. 2ccordins to 
your account, p 55 e che commands 
of Chriſt and the example of the a; potties 3 this 
form of worſhip is, indeed, fo plainly revealed} 
that all chriſtians are unitorml: agreed in it, In 
the name of God, as we are io. far agreed, let us 
endeavour to ſettle this point in the ſpirit of peace 


and charity, which, one wou Pe might eaſiſy 
i done by thoſe, wio pro! feſs themſelves ſincere 


diſcip! les o Chritt, and conſequeitiy under he 
ſtrongeſt obliga tions to follow che plain directions 
of the word of Cod. As, on the one fide, a ſin- 
cere chriſtian is obliged in duty to profels and 
practiſ in religious matters, according to the ex- 
preſs determination of Chriſt and his apoſtles; 05 
on the other hand, it is his duty o reject all reli- 
gious profeſſions and worſhip appoiute q by the au- 
tho rity of man, without any warrant from, or in 
oppolition to, Wy) word of God. 

You obſerve ** that the peculia ir name and eſſen- 
tial attributes of the one God, being plainly giv- 
en in the New Teſtament to two other perions 
beſides the perſon of the Father, and theſe three 
being notwithſtanding declared to be one, it is 
4 rectly and fairly inferred, tat the one God com- 


pre e nds 
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prehends theſe three perſons, The adoration and 
worſhip therefore addreſſed to this one God, is 
qua ly addreſſed to the three perſons.” 

An. It has been already proved, that the one 
God never ſignifies the three perſons, but the Fa- 
ther only; and conſequently, the worſhip addreſſed 
to the one God, is not addreſſed to the three per- 
ſons, but the Father only. I ſuppoſe you muſt 
mean that, when the worſhip of the one God is 
t torth without any expreſs mention of the Son 
and Holy Spirit, the worſhip of the three perſons 
"x ied: : for you canin bear the gross abſurdity 
| ding the Son and Holy Spirit in the notion 
of God, when the three perſons are mentioned to- 
gether. But let us take any. act of w 'orlhip direct- 
ed to en without the mention of the Son and 

Ay Spirit: for inſtance,” Revel. iv. 11. 7 hau art 
wer by 0 L org, 40 receive glory, aud honour. aud 
en; fer thou feſt created all thirgs, end jor thy 
pleajure lucy 4, aud wee created, cannot help 
judging, that, thou, O Lora, is very unaccuunta- 
vie language, and inconiltent with common ſenſe, 
if di <Qetd to three perions. Such a, interpreta- 
tion of Scripture ſhould carefully be avoided, un- 
1 it was clearly eſtablimed by the general tenor 

the ſacred W mitings, and the nec: Wy y conltruc- 

on of the paſſages, where we have an accoun 
of of orſldp. W N on the other ſide, this in- 
terpre ation is expreſsly contradicted by great num- 
bers of plain pa Mages, and is not warranted by 
one clear inftance in the ſacred Writings. 

1 is maintained in the Appeal, that the wor- 
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ſhip paid to Chriſt, according to Scripture, is an 
interior worſhip. On the other ſide, you contend, 
tar r is not the leaſt foundation for this dit- 


tinction in Scripture, Let the cauſe be impartially 
re- 


4 298 9 


reviewed. In order to determine this important 
point, I had recourſe t , the Scripture forms of 
worſlup mention Fi in the New Teſtament, and 
thought it my duty, as A chriſtian, to pay a great- 
—_ regard to tem, than to forms of worſhip 
eftabliſhe 1 by the greateſt authority upon earth, 
Acts i. 24. It has been thought doubtful whe— 
ther this ſhort prayer was dicæcted to God, or 
Chriſt; and therefore I fair'y repreſented the cafe 
on both fides. But let it be a prayer directed to 
Chriſt, and it is an example of worſhip paid to 
Chriſt, with regard to an office in which he was 
particularly concerned, as oblerved in the Ap- 


pon this you expoſtulate the Cale : Is not 
111 g articularly concerned in all other matters 
re a his church, vho is the head thereol ? 

Is he not particularly concerned in the creation 
and preſervation of all things, in whom, and by 
whom, and for whom all things were created, and 
in whom all things c: nh and can a perſon thus 
equaily and joint! v concer:ed with the Father for 
the beneſit of his 5 and for the happig fs of 
mankind, be entitled only to at inferior worſhip * 

and that too not extended to all, but only to a few 
particu Jar cates” p. 157. | 
An ſ. Certain it is that Chriſt is the Head of the 
C 1, and is concerned, but not equaliy with 
[ er, for the ſalvat on of men. 
Chriſtians ſhould always con'ider the great Being, 
1 
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I 
ochnowledgments to Chriſt in his abſence upon 
this account. It is obſervable that though Chriſt 
be probably thought to have been employed by 
God in the creation of the world, yet ther is not 
ond inſtance of any fort of worſhip directed to 
him, Upon a count of the part he bore in the crea- 
tion; and therefore I think it unlawful to worſhip 
him as an inſtrument in the creation. That the 
worſhip pat id to Chriſt in the New Teſtament, is 
of an inf _ nature, undeniably appears from 
what has been Juit oblerved, namely, that God 
mode him TTead of the church, and coniequently, it 
ca2not be of fo high a nature, as that which is 
dr cted to the one ſupreme God, from whom all 
the honour due to Chriſt is derived, and to whoſe 
aſe ry it redounds. 

Your way of arguing, with reſpect to Chriſt's 
knowledge, has becn anſwered above. What you 
obſcrye about religious worſhip (p. 158, 159) 
fill be conſidered, when | examine the whole 
of what you advanced upon this ſubject. 

Acts vii. 59 this i repreſented in the Appeal 
25 an undoubted inſtance of worſhip paid directly 
to Chriſt, and conſequently, a prayer to Chriſt, 
tough the word, praxer, is not mentioned: hut 
rely invoking and worſhipping Chriſt, neceſſa- 
ly imp es the act of praying; and therefore your 

"uation, as if I did not acknowledge this ſhort 
retition to be a prayer, is g roundleſs. 

You aſk, “ is it to be ſuppot eg that a man in 
the nge nics of a painful death, and full of the Ho- 
y Ghoſt, would neglect, in the moſt proper man- 
ner, to call upon God, if he thought his calling 
upon the Lord Jeſus was not as effeually the 
lime, as calling upon God.“ 
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Auſ. The 40 reaſon of St. Stephen's praying 
to Chriſt upon this particular occaſion, was be. 
cauſe he . the extraordinary favour ſhewn him 
of ſeeing Jeſus ſtand ng at the right hand of God: 
upon this it was natural for Rim to reſign his foul 
into the hands of Jeſus, upon whole account he 
ſuffered this painful death. That St. 8 Stephen in- 
voked him, not as God lupreme, but as Media- 
tor, unceniably appears from the circumſtances of 
the viſion; I ſee 6 [>.QVens opened, ays he, aud 


Teſts Jranatng on toe tight band ef C. rod. 
You endeavour to invalidate this plain account 
by obſerving that “ Chriſt is as truly the Son ot 
God, as "*S 18 tru! the Son of man, by as truly 
Walkin g the divine as the human nature : z there- 
by becoming in the two natures, a perfect and 
Mediator between God and man: even his 
ediarorttip then implies his divine nature; and, 
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che permiſlion ot God the Father; and which he 


allo knew would not be obtained. if his 5 


7 
was not immediately directed in the proper forn 
to the proper perſon? on the contrary, he plain! y 
{aw L1)e glory of G04, and jeſus ſtanding at che 
right hand of God, the Son upon an equal foot- 
ing with the Father: he therefore addreſſes the 
Lord. feſus, well know; hat 1 


„Vell knowing that in praying to him, 
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Aus. Your notion of Chriſt's divine and human 
nature, deduced from his character of Son of God. 
has been ellectually overthrown above. And 
when you take it for granted, that Chriſt could 
not be a perfect Mediator between God and man, 
unleſs he had a divine and human nature, you 
are anſwered by the plain Scripture account, Mo- 
es being expreſsly ſtiled, Gal. ii. 19. mediator 
between God and the Jewiſh people. 

St. Stephen, who laid down his life for Chriſt, 
was well aſſured that God had raiſed him to luper- 
eminent honour, of which he had now ocular de- 
monſtration; and therefore he might very proper- 
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peared by the viſion itſelt. But when zou infer, 
tha: Chriſt is upon an equal footing with God, be- 


czule he is repreſented as ſtanding at the right 
hand of God, yon may with equal reaſon infer the 
lime thing with reſet to the angels of God; for 
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they are jet forth in Scripture as ſtanding by bim on 
' by — 
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OO - 
iis right band, and en bis Teſt; 1 Kings xxii. 19: 
» 5 I — 
If d, that “St. Stephen addreſſes the Lord 
cſus, well knowing that in pr:ying to him, he 
Paycd to the Father alſo” I allow this in a 
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honour to the ſupreme Father » ho appointed him; 
this ſcale is cxprelly contradicted by the plain decla- 
rations of *cripture, as I have already {hewn with re- 
ſpect to the former part; and as to the latter, a me- 
diator who is exprelsly declared to be raiſcd to 
this office by Gol, cannot, conſiſtently with com- 
mon ſenſe, be imagined to be equal to God who 
made him what he is. Beides, the office of a 
mediator between God an | man, neceſlarily ſigni- 
fies an iufcriority to Gol. For whether a media- 
cor denotes a purion, who, in the eftibliſhment of 
a Covenant, is employed by as a meſſenger, 
Or Interpr reter of his will; or a perſon, who tranſ. 
acts the affairs, or pleads the cau e, of men with 
God, 5 18 certainly inferior to God in both re- 
ipccts. | 

Again, you oblerve © that St. Stephen not only 
praycd tor hi ſelf, but likewiſe his very murde- 
rers. It Chriſt then was only Mediator in the ap- 
peliant's ſenſe, the abſolute power of remiting 
fins, which this prayer no: withſtanding fully im- 
plies, could not be in the Son of man, he being 
only interceſſor wich God for them; and yet the 
Son of man while upon earth, inliltd upon this 
power ; and now in heaven, it is here plainly and 
directly attributed to him.”? p. 160. 

Anſ. It is not certain that St. Stephen in this pe- 
tition invoked, or prayed to, Chriſt, it being rea- 
ſonable o believe that the dy ing martyr imicated 
his bleſſed Lord in the object, as well as ful bject, of 
his petition. Ihe hiſtorian obſerves, that St. Ste. 
phen, after having refigne. his ſoul into the hands 
of Chriſt, kneeled down and cried with a loud 
voice, Lord, lay net this fin to their charge, wil ch 
probably was irected to God the Father, it being 
exactly parallel in ſentiment to Chriſt's requeſt 


pod 
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apon the croſs, Father, fore ive them, for they Eno 
na: coat they do, Luke xxiii. 34. But upon ſup- 
polition that St Stephens's petition was directed to 
Chriſt, it does not follow from hence, that he 
has the abſolute oer of remitting fins, it be- 


ing exprelsly declared, tha: An power of remit- 


ung ſins, which he exerciſed upon earth, was Siv- 
en him by the Father. 


1 Tim. i. 12. 
In the Appeal a different reading is taken no- 


tice of in ſome old manulcripts, and which, in- 


ceed, is more agreeable to St. Paul's manner in 
other paſſages. You do not deny the fact, but 
contend earneſtly tor the common reading; which 
being admitted, as oblerved in the Appeal, 1s an 
inſtance of St. Paul's making an acknowle« gmen 
to Chrift for the office of an apoſtle, which he 
received immediately oy ns 1 ne 

_ what you have enlarged upon from the acts 


the apoſties, relating to e conve. ſion of St. 
gau. Ic will be proper to conſider ſome particu- 
lar texts intermixed in your account. 

St. Paul in the firſt verſe of this chapter, name- 
ly, 1 Tim. i. ſtiles himſelf an apoſtie of Cirift by 
tre conmandment of God our Sevicur, ad our Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt, You read the worc's pp Sz an apo- 
ile of Chrift, according to the cppoin/ment of Cad, 
dur Saviour, and Lerd Fe, ts 05 ri. Your view is 
to inſinuate, that Chriſt is called God our Saviour, 
is well as our Lord Jeius Chriſt, becauſe it was 
bis immediate appointment that he became an 
poſtle. Af. Upon fuppolition that Ged, our Sa- 
viour ſigrifics Chriſt, Sc Paul has, in th * 5 in- 
ning of this epiſtle, omitted the a - of God 
e Father „in expre's contradiction to his uſual 
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method in his other epiſtles; which ſeems at ff 
View higaly improbable. Your obſervation, that 


St. Paul became an apoſtle by the immediate ap- 


pointment of Chriſt, has no weight, he naving 
frequently filed himſelf az p of Chriſt by the 
will of Ged, which is of the ſame import with this 
ra on, an apoſtle of Cyorijt by the commandment 
of God our Saviour, and Lerd Feſis Chriſt : Chriſt 
3 was the immediate miniſter by whom St. 
Paul was called to be an apoſtle: hut we are ex. 
preſsly ailur.d, that this commiſſion was derived 
from the will of God. Remarkable it is, that God 
our Saviour is a title always applied to the Father 
in the New Teſtament, and never to Chriſt. Tit. 
I. 4—0. The love of God our Saviour——tirouph 
Jeſus Chriſt our Saviour. God is here repreſented 
as our Saviour in the highelt ſenſe, as being the 
orizinal author of our falvati on, and the title of 
Saviour is at the ſame time conſiſtently given to 
Chriſt, becauſe he is the inſtrument or miniſter, 
waom God employ ed for the accompliſhment F 
our falyation. See likewiſe Luke i. 47. 1 Tim. ii, 
3. 9 10. Tit. i. 3.— ii. 10. Jud. 25. From thele 
paiiages it und. ellably appears, that God our Sa- 
viour always denotes the perſon of the Father, 
nough the title of Saviour is given to Chriſt in 
| r Ls ale. Thus other perſons have been 
aviours in the Old Teſtament, whom 
God -ciſed u up to ſave his people Iiracl, Judg. il. 
9. 2 Kings Xlit. 3. Nehem. ix. 27. 

You interpret the God of our fathers of Chriſt, 
Acts xxii. 14. It is but turning to the chapter and 
verie, and your miſtake immecilately appears to 
the moſt caieieſs reader. For not to obſerve that 
the God of our fathers neceſſarily means the per- 
ſon of the Father, this character being never ap- 
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olied to Chriſt; the God of our fathers is expreſs- 
ly diſtinguiſhed from Chriſt in the verſe itſelf, who 
is called the juſt one. And he, (namely Ananias,) 
ſaid, The God of our fathers hath choſen thee, 
that thou ſhouldſt know his will, and ſee that juſt 
One, and ſbouldſt hear the voice of his mouth. As 
for the exhortation of Ananias in the 16th verſe 
of this chapter, e baptized, and waſh away thy 
fins, call:ag on the name of the Lord; the Lord here 
doubtieſs fignifies Chriſt, and che calling on the name 
of the Lord, generally means the profeſſion of 
Chriſt's religion, and ſometimes probably the di- 
ect invocation of him. But when St. Paul in the 
;7th verie ſpeaks of his praying in the temple at 
T-ruſalem, which was a conſiderable time after his 
converſion, this has no neceſſary relation to the 
calling on the name of the Lord in the 16th verſe, 
23 it was the general practice of the apoſtle to bow 
his knees to the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
Though Chriſt appeared to him, whilſt he prayed, 
this docs not prove, as you ſeem to take it for 
granted, that his prayers were directed to Chriſt : 
the extraordinary favour of this viſion was granted 
to St. Paul in conſequence of his praying; juſt as 
Correlius had the viſion of an angel, whilſt he was 
offering up prayers to God, 

Again, you interpret the worſhip of the God 
of my fathers, Acts xxiv. 14. of Chriſt, becauſe 
the Jews called the chriſtian profeſſion an hereſy. 
in anſwer to this charge, St. Paul profeſſes to 
worſhip the ſame God whom the Jewiſh people 
ad: the Grd of my fathers is a character never ap- 
plied to Chriſt, On the other hand, Acts v. 30. 
the God of our fathers is expreſsly diſtinguiſhed 
from Jeſus : the God of our fathers raiſed up Feſus. 
With reſpect to your obſervation, that W 
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deſcribed, in the epiſtle to the I lebrews, as tlie 


eternal and immutable creator of all things, the 
contrary has been ſhewn above. 

You inter trom your whole account relating to 
St. Paul's converſion by Chriſt, that it is highly 
probable, that the ſolemn th: ankſgiving and praiſe 
in the 17th verſe of i lim. i. is offered to the 
three perſons, united in the Godhead, becauſe, 
Galat. i. 15. it is ſaid, that the Father ſeparated 
St. Paul from his mother's womb, which yet 18 
attributed to the Holy Spirit, Acts xill. 2. the di- 
vine nature of the * being the ſame inviſible 
nature with the Father*'s' and Holy Spirit's and 
only through the veil of his fleſh made maniteſt to 
the wo ld“ p. 161. 

An. St. Paul ſpeaks of God the Father as hav- 
ing ſeparated hi to the office of an apoſtle ; the 
Holy Ghoſt is repreſented” as laying, ſeparate me 
Saul; and Chriſt is fully ſet forth, as being * 
ticularly concernfd in his converſion and apoſtle- 
ſhip; therefore the Father, Chriſt, and the Holy 
Spirit are three perſons and one God. This way 
of arguing has been effectually confuted in the 
courle of the debate. Almighty God is frequent- 
ly deicribed in Scripture as doing that which he 
immediately accompliſhes by inferior agents. | 
have likewiſe oblerved, that the ſame way of ar- 
guing will equally prove, that God, angels, pro- 
phets and apoltles, are the ſame being; for the 
ſame things are {ometimes attrib ted to theſe di- 
ferent perſons that are ro God, But let the folemn 
thankſgiving and pra. e in the 17th verſe be pro- 
duced : now into 7} n 2 3 iumortal, vi 
ſible, the on y TT 10e Cod, be hos OUT, and glos. 5 for 
ever. and ever. That che King eternal ſhould l1g- 
nity three eternal Kings, and at the ſame time one 
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eternal Eing; that the only wiſe God ſhould ſig- 
nify three wile gods, and at the fame time one 
wiice God, which mult be your interpretation when 
reduced to plain Engliſh, is ſuch a groſs perver- 
ſion of language and ſentiment, that it has no 
other tendency but to expole the Scripture doc- 
trine to the [colts of prophane and ſceptical men. 
The term, %,, is always applied in every 
other paſſage to the Father; and in ſome paſſages 
the Father is expreſsly diſtinguiſhed from Chriſt 
by this very character, which is never applied to 
Chrilt, Again, St. Paul's doxology in Rom. xvi. 
27, plainly demonſtrates, that the ſupreme Father 
is the perſon, to whom this is directed. To God 
ny <1/e be glory through Feſus Chrijt for ever. The 
her IS here nece farily meant, according to your 
own rule of interpreting Scripture; and therefore 
tals doxology in 1 Tim. i. 17. is aſcribed to the 
Father. 


It is obſerved in the Appeal (2d edit. p. 99.) 


that we have- an account of a new i 
viſhed by the authority of God in the ti chap- 


ter of Revelation, namely, the worſhip of Chriſt 
under the character of a Lamb; and likewiſe the 
reaion upon which it was appointed, namely, be- 
cauſe he was flain. 
On the other hand, © you can fee no founda- 
tion lor its being called a new worſhip, but that 
: heavenly hoſt is ſaid to fing a new ſong. And 
it is to be underſtood a new kind of worſhip on 
tat account, whenever in the Old Teſtament a 
new long is ſung to God, we may equally ſay a 
new kind of worſhip is thereby eſlabliſhed.” p. 
16 
5 5 A new ſong does not indeed prove the 
Worihip to be new; "the ſongs in the Old Teſta- 
* 2 ment 
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ment were directed to the ſame object, ard uſed 
upon account of ſome new matter of thankſgiving, 
But the new ſong in the Revelation neceſſarily im- 
plies a new worſhip, as being ſung to a new object, 
a perſon who had never been invoked before by 85. 
heavenly hoſt; and likewiſe it was ſung upon a 
new account with regard to the object and the 
worſhippers, namely, the redemption of man by 
Jeſus Chriſt. 

You propoſe to me the following queries: * is 
this the firſt inſtance of worſhip paid to Chriſt ? 
Did not his diſciples worſhip him, even with proſ- 
tration immediately before, and after his aſcenſion? 
Was he not worſhipped by the apoſtles, Acts i. 
24. not merely becauſe he was ſlain, &c. but be- 
cauſe he is acquainted with our moſt inmoſt 
thoughts? Doth not St. Stephen worſhip him, in 
particular, even at the point of death; though 
the glory of God the Father was fully diſplayed to 
him at the ſame time? and doth he not addreſs 
him by-the particular name of Jeſus ? which plain- 
ly implies the reaſon for which his humanity is ex- 
alted to the right hand of God ; and which, there- 
fore, if it made the worſhip of an inferior kind, 
muſt alſo have rendered it leſs effectual than pray- 
ing to the Father. Doth not, again, St. Paul al- 
ſure us, Philipp. ii. that this worſhip, upon this 
very account, was appointed previouſly to the time 
of this viſion; at the ſame time that he informs 
us, that this perſon who for our ſakes, took upon 
him the form of a ſervant, &c. was, before this 
his voluntary humiliation, in the form of God, 
equal with God; and therefore entitled to equal 
honour and worſhip | ? Is not the higheſt worlhip 
and honour paid to Chriſt, upon this very account, 


in the beginning of this Revelation? It cannot 
then 
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then be only now firſt appointed, upon Chriſt's 
taking the book out of his Father's hand, in the 
appearance of a Jamb.” p. 162. 

Anſ. The main purport of theſe queries is to 
ſew, that the worſhip of Chriſt was practiſed by 
chriſtians before the time aſſigned in this viſion of 
St. John. My plain account drawn from the ↄth 
chap. of Revelation, does not imply that Chriſt 
was never worſhipped in any reſpect before: the 
diſciples, who ſaw him after his reſurrection and 
before his aſcenſion, are ſaid to have held him by 
the feer, and to have worſhipped him; which 
might be nothing more at that time than an high 
degree of civil reſpect and honour, the word, wor- 
ſip, being uſed in this ſenſe in ſeveral paſſages of 
Scripture. (See Appeal, 2d edit. p. 107.) With 
reſoect to the other inſtances of worſhip as previous to 
the time of St. John's viſion, it may be oblerved, that 
the grand deſign of this viſion was to ſet forth the 
peculiar circumſtances of Chriſt's ſupereminent 
glory for the information of the chriſtian church 
in all ages: that whereas true believers had been 
worſhippers of the Lord God and him only; fo 
now they ſhould pay an inferior worſhip to Chriſt 
upon account of his humiliation and merits, the 
angels themſelves being made ſubject to him, who 
are repreſented as joining in a ſolemn act of wor- 
nig to the lamb that was ſlain. We cannot pre- 
Qalely determine the time of this grand affair mere- 
y from the viſion of St. John: it ſeems highly 
reaſonable to ſuppoſe that the general matter of 
it was tranſacted immediately upon our Lord's 
alcenſion into heaven, though the particulars of it 
were not revealed till many years afterwards to St. 
john, In the caſe of viſions, tranſactions of every 
rind, whether paſt or future, are repreſented to 
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the mind of the prophet in ſuch a manner, as if 
they were actually preſent, It is exprets]y declared 
by the other apoſtles, who wrote long before the 
Revelation of St. John, that Chriſt was exalted to 
ven: Mark xvi. 19. Acts vil. 35. Philipp. ii 9, 
IO, IT. Heb. $6.1 Pet. in. 22. From theke 
and ſeveral other paſſages it 'P Mainly apprars, that 
all the apoſtles were well aſſured ot Chriſt's era 
ed ſtate by the Spirit of G0 1 and it ſeems high- 
ly probable, that he was inveſted with this ſuper— 
eminent honour upon his fi:it aſcenſion into bea - 
ven; in conſequence ot which the apo{t}. s invok- 
ed him upon ſome particular occahons, and aſcrib— 
ed glory directly to him: fo that the folemn inau- 
guration of Chriſt referred to in St. John's vilon, 
was very prot ably tranſacted many years belore 
the time of the viſion itlelf. And as all the apo- 


1 ſtles had the Knowledge of this grand affair com- 
0 municated to them; ſo the peculiar circumſtances 
I relating to it, were more particularly reveaicd to 
11 St. John in the iſte of Patmos; and more eipect- 
1 ally that part of Aike ſupereminent honour 
Mt conferred on him by God or his extraordinary 
merits, whereby he was enabled to reveal the fu-— 


ture ſtate of the church to the | final conſummation 
Of all things. 
33 obſervation, with reſpect St. Stephen's 
＋4 Vin Gierl 41101 IL 1 TY Pe 0 © Cp: 4 
Petition, has DEP anſwered above; and fo likewiſe 
has your inference, that Chriſt is entitled to equal 
Worſhip Vi Sa God, h-canſe he 1s {arid to have been 
6 3 1 
he ferm Of C God; and equal with God, accord 
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our Englith tranſlation. 
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redeemed us to Cod; Revel. v. 9. which is, of ſuch 
a nature as cannot be offered to the one ſupreme 

God, by whole authority the Son himſelt was fent 

to take our nature upon him; and by whoſe favour 

hc was exalted to the dignity of receiving homage 

from the ſaints in heaven and in earth, upon ac- 

count of his extraordinary merits, 

On the other fide you maintain, “ that if the 
motives and grounds of religious worſhip can at 
all alter and affect the nature of the worſhip itſelf, 
what higher motive can be aſſigned to rational 
creatures, than that of. being redeemed from eter- 
nal miſery ? Than that the only begotten Son of 
God condeſcending to take our nature upon him, 
and freely ſubmitting to be ſent, and undergo a 
tate of miſery, in order to raiſe us from the death 
of ſin, to the life of righteouſneſs ? But after all 
the Appellant is obliged to acknowledge, the wor- 
hip paid to Chriſt to be a jart of the ſame wor- 
ſhip paid to God the Father: but, if, properly 
(peaking, a part, how then can it be of an in- 
terior, or different kind?“ Page 163. 

Auſ. The redemption purchaſed for us by Chriſt, 
is doubtleſs the greateſt bleſſing we are capable of 
receiving: but the ſacred writers have taken par- 
ticular care, to aſcribe this infinite bleſſing to the 
ſuvreme authority of the one God and Father of 
al, who is conſtantly repreſented as the original 
{ource of our ſalvation; and we are taught and 
commanded to make our folemn acknowledge- 
ments to him, for all that Chriſt did and ſuffered 
lor us; we are likewiſe authorized to make proper 
acknowle:gments to Chriſt, as being the inftru- 
ment, through whom God has d:ſpenſ2d the in- 
eſmable mercy of our redemption ; we worſhip 
lim, becauſe he was flain, and bath redeemed us to 
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God. Common ſenſe muſt convince all ynpre. 
judiced Chriſtians, that this worſhip gere be of 
ſo high a nature, as the ſolemn adoration of the 
one ſupreme God, by whole authority the Son was 
ſent, and to whoſe favour it is owing, that any 
particular acknowledgments are made to Chrilt at 
all; which acknowledgments, as we are expreſsly 
aſſured by St. Paul, redound to the glory of God 
the Father: and therefore, I juſtly called it part 
of the worſhip of the one ſupreme God; from 
whence you infer it cannot be of an inferior, or 
different kind. It is in this ſenſe a part, becauſe 
the worſhip of Chriſt is not a ſeparate indepen- 
dent worſhip of the perſon of Chriſt, but it is 
practiſed by the command of God, and to his ul. 
timate glory: it 1s of an inferior, or different 
kind, becauſe it is infinitely abſurd to ſuppoſe that 
the ſupreme God ſhould be worſhipped upon ac- 
count of his humiliation and ſufferings, and to the 
glory of another perſon. 

You allow © the obſervation, with which the 
remarks of the Appellant are concluded, had it 
been juſt, might have ſtood him in fome ſtead, 
but the acknowledgments of praiſe and glory, 
which are ſet forth as given to the Lamb, do not 
entirely end where he is pleaſed to ſtop, namely, 
at the 12th verſe; the 13th verſe raiſes them, if 
poſſible, yet higher; ſhewing the former, to be 
given to him upon an cqual footing with the Fa- 
ther; the Lamb here being joined with the Fa- 
ther, equally the object of the praiſes of the 
whole univerſe; to which the four Beaſts folemn- 
ly aſſenting, the four and twenty Elders imme— 
diately fall down, and worſhip him that liveth for 
ever and cver. But after the whole univerle 
had thus jointly worſhipped in the moſt ſolemn 

| manner, 
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manner, the Father and Son; is it to be thought 
the four and twenty Elders fell down only to wor- 
ſhip the Father? Did they not before proſtrate 
themſelves in the ſame manner to the Son, to the 
Lamb? But the Appellant ſays, the perſon whom 
they now fall down to worſhip, is particularly de- 
termined to be the Father, by the character of 
him, who liveth for ever and ever, aſcribed to 
God, who ſat upon the throne, in the ſolemn wor- 
ſhip, at the cloſe of the 4th chapter. But the 
delcription of God in this chapter, is far from de- 
termining the worſhip to be paid to the Father 
alone, It has been clearly ſhewn, that the charac- 
ter, Lord Ged Almighty, which was, and is, and is 
to come, belongs equally to Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit: and as to the peculiar character ot living 
for ever and ever, the abſolute eternity of Son and 
Holy Spirit, clearly ſet forth in Scripture, equally 
entitles them to it; but in particular with regard 
to the Son, Chriſt appropriates this very charac- 
ter to himſelf, chap. i. 18. where he ſays, I am be 
twat liveth, and was dead; and lo, I am he that 
leth for ever and ever: the words there in the 
original, being exactly the fame with the words 
here.” Pages 163, 164. 

Anſ. In my collection of texts relating to the 
worſhip of Chriſt, the 13th verſe 15 ſet down; and 
it is a ſatisfaction upon a review, that you cannot 
charge me with omitting one undoubted inſtance 
of worſhip paid to Chriſt, in Scripture. When I 
ſummed up the evidence ariſing from this collec- 
ton of texts, I ſtopped at the 12th verſe, the 13th 
being not abſolutely neceſſary to eſtabliſh the point 
in view. However, let it be conſidered : bleſſing 
and honour, Sc. are aſcribed to God and the 
Limb by che whole univerſe, from whence you 

infer, 
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infer, that they are upon an equal footing, and 
equally the object of the praiſes of the whole 
univerſe. Notwithſtanding, the particular care 
taken by the ſacred writers, to ſecure the ſuprema- 
cy of the one God and Father of all, you labour 
to confound a Plan caſe evident to eye- light, ver. g. 
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ſhip of Chriſt, becauſe he was Hain, ſhall denote 
the fame thing with the wor hip of the Lord God 
Almighty, who tent the Son, 8 | gave him this 
honour upon account of his e and ſuffer- 


ings, you mult be left to your own judgment: 
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title them to the peculiar character of living for 
ever and ever: on the other ſide, it has been Tlear- 
y proved trom Scripture, in the courſe of this 
debate, that the Son- and Ho! y Spirit are not ab- 
ie eternal. With reipect to your obſcrva- 
tion, that the Son appropriates this very character 
to himfelf, chap. 1. 18. I am be that liveth and was 
egd; and lo, I am alive for evermore; this is ex- 
tremely different from the character, as applied to 
God in the ablolute conſtruction: Chriſt ſpeaks of 
mcf as having been dead, and being now alive 
for ever and ever, which may in a lower ſenſe be 
lie ro the ſaints after their reſurrection. But 
nen the Father is deſcribed under the character of 
,ving tor ever and ever, it manifeſtly denotes his 
0 ute and independent eternity: ; and likewiſe, 
tat he is the . ſource of life to all other 
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Your lat obſervation upon this article deſerves 
particular notice. © After the full repreſentation 
0: the glory of God, chap. 4. in the 5th chap. 
tue Lamb is deſcribed as making his firſt appear- 
ace in the midſt of the throne, "Ia! ung forth from 
ie boſom of the Father, where the lame Apoltle 
John i. 18. tells us, he conſtantly is, the perſonal 
Ctnction being before concealed in the unap- 
Froachable light, in which the Godhead dwelleth, 
a now expreſſed by the emblematical figure of a 


brit d Lamb; as that of the Holy Spirit! is al- 
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et forth under the myſtical appearance of 
ven lamps; and now again by the ſeven eyes of 
ne Lamb, to ſhew it to be equally the ſpirit of 
15 | . ather and Sog. This circumſtance duly con- 
Ti muſt ſhew every reaſonable man, from 
| e tne Lamb on a ſudden appeared in the 


CH of the throne; and that the Lord _ Al- 
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mighty, who before was deſcribed fitting upon 
the throne, was not the Father alone, but Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit, who, by your eſſential 
union, make the one God.” Pages 164, 165. 

Anſ. You prove nothing by ſuch far fetched 
imaginations, but a ſtrong diſpoſition to find your 
favourite doctrine in the concluſion, let the pre- 
miſes be what they will. In the 4th chapter the 
Lord God Almighty is repreſented in a very ſolemn 
manner, and with ſuch perſona! diſtinctions, as 
neceſſarily denote him to be one Perſon, who can 
be no other than the Father of our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt : The Lord Goa A'mighty, which was, and is, 
and is to come, who fitteth on the throne, who live:h fer 
ever and ever, Thou, O Lord, thou haſt created, thy 
pleaſure; all theſe exprefions, according to com- 
mon ſenſe and language, undeniably ſet forth the 
notion of one Perſon. And as to the ſeven ſpirits 
of God, they are repreſented as ſeven lamps burn- 
ing before the throne, and conſequently, they car- 
not be ſuppoſed to repreſent a perſon, included in 
the Lord God Almighty fitting «pen the throne, 
Beſides, I have already proved, that the ſeven 
Spirits are ſeven principal Angels, employed by 


God and Chriſt in various offices for the benefit of 


the church. With reſpect to Chriſt, there is not 
the leaſt diſtant intimation of the Son being includ- 
ed in the Lord God Almighty; he is not mention- 
ed at all in any character, it being evidently the 
deſign of this part of the viſion to repreſent the 
worthip of the Lord God Almighty, as diſtin 
guiſhed from the mediatorial worſhip paid to 
-hriſt in the following chapter. If your notion 
had been true, it would have been ſaid, that the 
Lamb iſſued forth from the throne on which God 


Almighty far, as being z perſon of the Godhead. | 
3 . On 
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On the other hand, the text repreſents the Lamb 
as ſtanding in the midſt of the throne, and of the 
four beaſts, and in the midſt of the elders. Your 
notion of the Son's iſſuing forth from the Godhead 
upon the throne, is meer imagination, without 
the leaſt colour of evidence to ſupport it. The 
boſom of the Father, John i. 18, has no ſort of 
relation to the metaphyſical eſſence of the God- 
head, of which you ſuppoſe Chrilt to partake, 
but plainly ſignifies that the Son “ was admitted 
into the moſt ſecret deſigns of the Father, regard- 
ing the ſalvation of man. 

Upon an attentive review of the circumſtance of 
the Lamb, mentioned in this 5th chapter of Re- 
velation, I ſee a more rational account of it than 
you have ofered : the Lamb makes his firſt ap- 
p:arance as ſtanding in the midſt of the throne, 
and of the four beaſts, and in the midſt of the 
elders, in order to point out his office of a media- 
tor between God and man, the four beaſts and 
elcers being evidently deſigned to repreſeat the 
church. The viſions of this wonderful book are 
generally formed in alluſion to the Jewiſh diſpen- 
lation, Joel ii. 17. As the pricfts are ordered to 
ociate between the porch and the altar, to make 
interceſſion for the people at the porch to God, 
vhole favour and peculiar reſidence are repreſented 
by the altar; ſo Chriſt, as mediator, ſtands be- 
tween God on the throne, and the beaſts and 
eders, denoting the Chriſtian church. Upon the 
whole, che Lord God Almighty who ſat upon the 
tirone, is ſo far from being Father, Son, and 
Holy Gh oft, that he is diſtinguiſhed from the Son 
In I h a way, as makes it infinitely impoſſible to 
conceive of Chriſt, as a perſon exiſting in the Lord 
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God Almighty; ſurely, a Lamb ſlain ſtanding in 
the midſt of the throne, muſt neceſſarily be adiftins MI , 
being in every ſenſe, from the Lord God ſitting MI. 


You cloſe this article with propounding a few 
queſtions, which you think not capable of being | 
ſolved u don the principles of the Appellant. = 

May we pray to Chriſt, or not? Are we to 
pray to him t! nough abſent? for if he be but a 
creature, he certainly may be abſent. Is he to be 
prayed to, or glorified by hymns, as a man? is | 
not this creature - worſhip Or is he to be prayedto | 
as an Angel, though conſidered at the fame time MI 
in his loweſt character? Doth this make it at all! 
better? Or is it the union of the angelic nature 
with the human, that exalts both together into an 
object of adoration; or is it the will of the Father 
that doth this? Doth the Father will that a crea- 
ture ſhould be adored in conjunction with him- 
ſelf by the whole univerſe ? That an abſent crei- 
ture ſhall be prayed to, though he doth not hear 
our prayers? Muit Chriſt fee in, or hear from 
God, the matter of our petitions, as the Papiſts 
ſay, the Angels and Saints do, before they inter- 
cede for us. Page 165. 

Auſ. In the Apeal it is expreſsly granted, that 
it is. lawful to pray to Chriſt as mediator, or re- 
deemer, and to aſcribe glory directly to him, con- 
ſidered 1a that ca muy: it is likewiſe granted, 
that Christ is perfectly acquainte.) with the waits 
of his PEO We Upon earth; and conſequently, We 
may pt af o him, though abſent, as we have ſome 
examples of it in Scripture. As to the term, 
creature, on which. you em to lay a very great 
ſtreſs; 1 anſwer, d that Chriſt is never {tiled a crea 


ture in Scripture ; but he is faid to be produced. 
derived, 
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derived, or created: and if this neceſſarily makes 
him a creature, though doubtleſs of a more exalt- 
ed nature than any other being, the charge muſt 
all upon the facred writers. Your queſtions pro- 
ceed upon this ſuppoſition, that, if Chriſt was 
created by God, he ought not to be worſhipped, 
Lecauſe he may be ablent ; if abſent, he cannot 
bear our prayers. Now this is directly oppoſing 
the ſupreme authority of aimighty God; and re- 
markable it is, that the plain Scripture account 
contains a full anſwer to your queſtions. We are 
al all; ared by the ſacred writers, that God hath raiſed 
Chriſt ro an exalted ſtate, and made him an object 
of mediatorial worſhip, upon account of his hu- 
miliation and ſufferings : we are likewiſe toid, that 
Cl riſt hath received from God extraordinary power 
1nd knowledge, whereby he is perfectly qualified 
to be an object of inferior worſhip, to the glory 
f God the Father. When the higheſt honour is 
paid to Chriſt, he is repreſented at the very time 
of receiving it, under the character of a Lamb 
it 25 ſlain: this is certainly creature-worſhip 
according to your way of expreſſing it, and yet 
the Father hath willed and authorized it. Ir is 
your duty, as a ſincere Chriſtian, to be very cau- 
tous how you make ſuppoſitions that derogate 
rom the authority of the one ſupreme God, as if 
ne had no right to appoint an inferior worſhip; 
ind as if he cou'd not impart to an inferior being, 
uch degrees of power and knowledge, as would 
ulaciently quality him for this exalted honour, 

Having thus given a direct anſwer to your queſ- 
tions, now proceed to examine your objections 


tO my account of the Holy Spirit, with regard to 
worſhig. 
k 


'The 
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The argument urged in the Appeal, is plain ang 
ftrong : we have no warrant from Scripture, either 
by precept, or example, for putting up prayers, 
and aſcribing glory, directly to the perſon of the 
Holy Spirit; and therefore it cannot be the duty 
of a Chriſtian to practiſe this religious worſhip, 
Now the true and only effectual method to an- 
ſwer this, is to produce an inſtance of prayer, 
praiſe, or glory, offered up to the Holy Spirit, 
as God, in * cy Let this be done, and my 
argument is overthrown, As to any inſtance of 
glory directly aſcribed to the Holy Spirit, you 
do not ſo much as pretend to affirm, that one ex- 
ample can be produced, as I obſerved of the 
learned in general. | See Appeal, 2d edit. p. 102.] 
But notwithſtanding this failure, you venture to 
pronounce, that the Holy Spirit is equally entitled 
to our prayers, praiſes, and thankſgivings, becauſe 
we are directed to baptize in his name, and to with 
bleſſing from him. It has been already proved, 
that being baptized into the name of any perlon, 
does not imply the invocation of that perſon in 
prayer; for if it did, the Iſraelites being baptized 
into Moſes, which is of the ſame import with be- 
ing baptized into his name, muſt imply their in. 
voking Moſes in prayer, in direct oppoſition to the 
mind of the ſacred writers, and the practice of 
the Iſraelites. It has likewife been ſhewn, that 
grace and mercy are folecanly wiſhed from the 
ſeven ſpirits before the throne, whom [I have prov- 


ed to be angels, though no invocation of them b 


authorized by Scripture, but expreſsly forbid. 
With reſpect to the ordinance of baptiſm, out 

Saviour gave a commiſſion to the Apoſtles to g 

and teach all nations, baptiſing them into the name 


of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 1 


Ghoſt. 
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Ghoſt. In the Acts of the Apoſtles, baptiſm is 
repreſented as performed in the name of the Lord, 
and ſometimes in the name of the Lord Jeſus. 
From this account you infer, that“ the term, 
Lord, equally means the three Perſons ; and con- 
ſequently, the Holy Spirit equally called Lord 
with the other two: and again, when it is ex- 
preſſed by baptiſing in the name of Jeſus Chriſt, 
the name, Jeſus Chriſt, by the eſſential union of 
the three perſons, is repreſentatively put as imply- 
ing the other two.“ Page 166. | 

Ja. This ſtrange confuſion may be eaſily avoid- 
ed by obſerving, that as Chriſtians are ſtiled,. in 
ort, Diſciples of Chriſt, which neceſſarily implies 
the belief and acknowledgment, of tne Father and 
the Holy Spirit whom Chriſt taught; ſo, when 
Chriſtians are ſaid to be baptiſed in the name of 
the Lord Jeſus, this is only a genera] expreſſion, 
implying their being baptiſed into the profeſſion 
of that religion which Chriſt had taught, and con- 
ſequently, is equivalent to the ſolemn profeſſion of 
their belief in God the Father Almighty, the Son, 
and Holy Spirit: the Son 1s particularly mention- 
ed, becauſe he was the chief agent whom God 
employed in this important buſineſs, and likewiſe, 
becauſe believers were deſigned to he called by 
Chriſt's name. 

You ſtile baptiſm an high act of religious wor- 
ſhip: but this 1s not the language of Scripture ; 
neither can it with ſtrict propriety be deemed ſo, 
either with regard to the perſon to whom it is ad- 
miniſtered, or the perſon who adminiſters ir. 
Baptiſm is an external act of initiation into the 
church of Chriſt, whereby the perſon baptiſed 
lemaly profeſſes his faith in the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt, as they are revealed in Scripture 3 

Y and 
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and his obligation to pay ſuch religious regards 
to them, as are there required. Sioce therefore, 
the Holy Spirit is never directly worſhiped in 
Scripture, neither have we any command for this 
religious practiſe, our being baptiſed into his 
name, cannot imply any ſuch ching, but muſt lig. 
nity our being baptiſed into his guidance and aſſiſt- 
ance, the Holy Spirit being "the chief of the 
miniſtering Spirits, whom God and Chriſt employ 
for the benefit. of the church. The Holy Spirit 
is not put upon an equal footing with God and 


Chrift by being joined with them in the office of 


baptiſm, as I have ſhewn above. I have likewiſe 
anſwered what you here intimate of the neceſſary 
and equal concurrence of the three Perſons, to 
the working out our falvation. : I have not trifted 
with the moſt lacred things, as you charge me, 
but have fairly and honeſtly repreſented every thing 
for the edification of Chriſtian people. Beca uſe 1 
ſpeak of God and Chriſt governing the chur 
you infer that by this I raiſe Chriſf to an equi l 
footing with God. But ſurely, as Chriſt gover 
the church by a commiſſion derived from God , the 
government may be juſtly applied to God, as tho 
principal, and to Chriſt as an inferior Lord and 
head, acting under God the ſupreme Lord and 
governor, who appointed him. What you urge 
of God's being tied down to one inftrume lt 
rather than another, and of the Holy Spirit being 
jet forth as a neceſſary diſpenſer of the graces of 
the Goſpel, as the Father and Son, has been full) 
and effectually anſwered above. 

You cite 1 Cor. Xii. 11. to prove, that the H ly 
Spirit is not an inferior inſtrument: © All thejs 
(namely, theſe manifold gifts reckoned up in the 
preced ng verſes) worxcih the ene and ſelf ſanm 


in 
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iyit, dividing to every man ſeverally as he will; 
not as God, as his ſuperior, willeth, but as he 


J inſclf willeth. Is this the deſcription of an in- 


ſtrument acting entirely by the direction of ano- 
wer's will? Doth not his own will determine him 
here to do, what God is ſaid in the ſame manner 
to do, ver. 6? He ſurely then muſt be God, who 
acts of himlelf what God is ſaid to perform; and 
conſequently, as adorable as Father, or Son.“ 
Pages 167, 168. 

nf It has been obſerved above, that God is 
very properly ſaid to do what he performs by in- 
f-rior agents. In the Eth verſe of this chapter, 
God is repreſented as the principal cauſe of the ex- 
ordinary gifts of the Holy Spirit, through 
whom, as an inferior agent, they are dif; enſed 
for the benefit of the church, which is the true 
1735 rt of this expreſſion, To ons is given by, or 


h, the Hint, the word of en viſavm : here the 


xe oe and thr ough the Spirit 8025 him to 
be an inſtrument employ ed by God in this exalted 
office. If the context be examined, and the main 
view of the Apoſtle be canſidered, it will appear, 
taat the true meaning of. the Spirit's dividing to 
every men ſeverally as he will, has no fort of re- 
ac gn to the point you want to eſtabliſh, namely, 
the ſupreme authority of the Spirit; but was evi- 
entiy intended io NEW, that one and the lame 
pirit per forms theſe extraordinary operations, and 
tat he does not impart t them all to any one per- 
on, but diſtributes ſuch particular gifts as are 
adapted to each Chriſtian, according to his own 
fcretion, When God employs an inferior agent 


in any oliice, he furnithes him with powers ſuth- 
cent for tne diſcharge of it. To inter that the 
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Holy Spirit is ſupreme, and acts independent of 
the will of the one ſupreme God, merely from 
this expreſſion, dividing to eviry man ſeverally as he 
Will, is expreſsly contrary to the whole tenor of 
Scripture, which has determined, that the Ho] 

Spirit is ſent, given, and employed by God and 
Chriſt ia very high offices, and conſequently, is 
an inferior inſtrument. The weakneſs of the 
foundation, on which you build ſuch an impor- 
tant point, may be collected from this expreſſion 
of our Lord's, John iii. 8. The wind bloweth where 
it liſtetb. Would you infer from hence, that the 
wind acts independently of God, and is not an in- 
ferior inſtrument under his direction? And when 
you think you have proved his ſupreme divinity, 
then you infer that he is as adorable as Father and 
Son. But this 1s attempting to prove a point by 
conſequences and deductions, which plainly ſhews 
the weakne's of your cauſe: a plain Chriſtian } 
duty, ſuch as that of prayer, cannot be reaſonably 
conceived to depend upon conlequential arguings, 
which are often fallacious, but ought to be {et | 
forth clearly and fully: if it was our duty to offer 
up prayers to the Holy Spirit, it would have been 
as plainly expreſſed in Scripture, as it is in out 
Litany. 

But you add, © Perhaps it will yet appear, that 
the Scriptures repreſent him to be actually, and | 
perſonally adored and prayed to.” Page 168. | 

Anſ. You do well to ſay perhaps; for you mul. | 
know that every thing you can produce, has been 
frequently conſidered. _ 

The evidence you draw from Scripture, is this: 
«© The ſolemn wiſh of St. Paul, 2 Cor. xi. 14 
which yet we have ſhewn to be a real and effcctull 

prayer, the Appellant allows to be a fojemn a0- 
| Cres 


1 

dreſs to Chriſt and God; but that the remainder 
is not an addrels directly to the Holy Spirit, to 
grant his communion, or fellowſhip, to the Co- 
tinthians, but a continued addreſs to the other 
two to grant it for him. Now what can be more 
wrabve,. or diſingenuous, than this? The Appel- 
lant has but juſt now allowed, that we are directed 
by Scripture to wiſh bleſſing from him; and im- 
n. ediatcly, in the only one inſtance he produces 


for it, he denies any ſuch direction to be at all con- 


rained : and why pray? Becauſe there is nothing 
here expreſſed by St. Paul, proper to be given to 
the Corinthia..s by the Spirit. What? was it not 
proper for the Holy Spirit to give to them the 
communion of himſelf, the fellowſhip, the joint 
participation of his com! :Ort and graces? Are not 
theſe the peculiar gifts of the Holy Spirit? Who 
3 [0 proper to give - them, to vouchſate his ſociety 
to them, as the Holy Spirit himſelf? And as diſ- 
tinct favours are evidently prayed for, from Chriſt 
and God the Father, no more. proper to be grant- 
ed by each, than the communion of the Holy 
Spirit by himſelf; why, if each of the former is 
ſuppoſed, notwithſtanding, to be properly ad- 
dreffe.!, ſhould not the Holy Spirit alſo? And 
therefore, as hath been already proved before, this, 
and all ſuch addreſſes are really prayers; and the 
Holy Spirit 1s here prayed to equally, with the 
PRs and Son.“ Pages 168, 169. 

It has been ſhewn above, that this is a 
ole ern in wiſh and not a prayer. What you have 
ac ed here, is founded upon a conceſſion you ſup- 
pole made in the Appeal, namely, that the grace 
0: Chriſt, and the love of God, are allowed to be 
: ſolemn addreſs to Chriſt and God: from whence 
og argue, that the communion of the Holy 

Y=3 Ghoſt, 
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Ghoſt, muſt be likewiſe a direct addreſs to him, 
My express 1 — the Appeal (2d edit. p. 102.) 
are theſs* St. Paul mentions the communion of 
the Holy Ghoſt in "hi pallage, to ſhew after what 
manner BE earneſity wiſhed that God and Chrift 
would teſtify their love and favour to the Corin— 
thians, by impartins to them the Holy Ghoſt. 
So that you have evidently mil reprelented . my 
ſenſe, in OP! Oſition, to my express words, it being 
plainly affirmed. in the Appeal, that the whole is a 
{olemn with of St. Paul, that the favour of Chrilt, 
the love of God, and the communion of the Holy 
Ghoſt, or, the joint- -partaking; of the Holy 
might be, ard contin e with the Carin- 


Spirit, n 
thi:ns. And this is uncentab!ly, he true meaning 
of the 2 poſtle words, the form) of the. xpꝛreſſion 


Feing inconſiſt ht with the notion of praying, i0 
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Meryation, that St. Paul has mentioned nothing 
1 to be given to the en ee by the Spirt, 
Janſwer that the Scripture language is Quite dit— 
ferent. We never read of the Holy Ghoſt giving 
to Chriſtians the commun ion of himieli ; but be 
i exbreſsly laid to be given HOY on which always 
\mplies the Peculiar graccs of the Spirit: aud in 
this paſſage the com munion of the Holy Guo 
neceftarily ſignifies, according to the ule of the 
Greek W ord in other places, heir being joint par 
takers of the Holy Spirit mſelt, or c the Spirit be— 
ing given tO th. m, and conſe Guently his graces. 
\ vain, 20 mitting that the commu anion of the 
Ho / Ghoſt, does not imply a wiſh of bleſſing 
3 him yer as les ing 18 WI ithed from the 
ſeven Spirits befo ore the throne, i might conſiſtent! 
allow that blefling is withed from him, it being m) 
opinion, 


© 


yy 


1 
opinion, that the Holy Spirit is one of the ſeven 
Spirits, or Angels. 
« You produce, Acts xiii. 2. and obſerve that 
ic is probable at leait, that the Diſciples at An- 
tioch, prayed particularly to the Holy Spirit; 
when by his immediate direction, they ſeparated to 
lim, Barnabas and Saul, for the eſpecial work 
whereunro he had cailed them. As they faſted 
and prayed by his direction, in order to give Saul 
and Barnabas an e pecial commiſſion to preach the 
Goſpel among the Gentiles, it ſeems reaſonable to 
ſuppole, that they particularly prayed to him, 
under Whole fole direction they then acted.“ 
Pag 55 1 
If you could have produced any expreſs 

com CY in Scripture to pray to the Holy Ghoſt, 
07 any plain exampies of this religious practice, 
might in that caſe have appeared probable, that 
the Holy Spirit was the object of the Diſciples 
2. upon this occaſion. But the Scripture is 
n abſolute ſtranger to any ſuch language, as pray- 
ing to the Holy Ghoſt. I challenge you to pro- 
dice one paſſage, where the duty, or practice, of 
praying to the Holy zhoft, is ſet forth in Scrip- 

and ther cfore, when we read of praying 
IM the ment on of the object, the Holy 
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have 1 pecul liar 1 5 9 deſcribed ; 

aud particularly, that he was the guide and teacher 
of the Apoſt e's, in the great work of their 
miniſterial duty. But the ſacred writers have 
omitted upon all occaſions to inform us, that it is 
our duty to offer up prayers, praiſe, or glory to 
the Holy Na pits which they ought to have done, 
i 1t had been required by God and Chriſt, Their 

13 ſilence 
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ſilence is one unanſwerable argument againſt your 
ſcheme; and be aſſured, that the Athanaſian doc. 
trine will as certainly be demoliſhed, as the Scrip. 
ture is true, in all places where religious liberty 
and free enquiry ate ſuffered to produce their 
genuine effects. | 
Rom. ix. 1. My interpretation is this: I ſpeak 
the truth as a Chriſtian, and herein I have the 
teſtimony of my own conſcience, enlightened by 
the Holy Ghoſt. Appeal, 2d edit. p. 10g. | 
On. the other ſide you obſerve, that “ if the 
Apoſtle appeals only to his own conſcience, as en- 
lightened by the Holy Spirit, for the truth of what 
he ſays, he doth no more than what any other 
perſon might do pretending to the ſame illumina- 
tion, and the teſtimony of his conſcience ſtill re- 
mains with his hearers, as queſtionable as that of 
any other man, in whoſe power it is to aſſert as 
much, without any immediate proof of its being 
ſo, or not: the Apoſtle therefore appeals imme- 
diately to the Holy Spirit to teſtify that his con- 
ſcience, rightly informed by the Spirit, witneſſeth 
to the truth of what he is about to deliver; to 
the end that his hearers, who were fully perſuaded 
of the Holy Spirit's power to ſearch the heart, 
might be convinced of the ſincerity of the Apoſtle, 
by the Holy Spirit's teſtifying in his acquieſcence 
to the truth of his Appeal.** Pages 169, 170. 
Anſ. Whether St. Paul appealed to his own con- 
ſcience, or to the Holy Spirit, his ſincerity muft 
be equally queſtionable to his hearers; it being in 
the power of any one to appeal to the Holy 
Spirit, as well as his own conſcience : which ap— 
peal in either caſe, could not of itſelf prove his 
fincerity. But if you had conſidered my exprels 
words, you would have found a clear anſwer to 
your 
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your objection; St. Paul upon this folemn oeca- 
fon appeals to his own conſcience; and as he 
knew he was inſpired by the Spirit of God, and 
could prove the truth of his pretenſions by ſenſi- 
ble effects, it muſt add great weight to what he 
was going to deliver, concerning his regard for 
the Jewiſh people. | 

As to your objection drawn from this expreſſion, 
1 ſpcak the truth in Chriſt, which you take for 
granted is an appeal to Chriſt in the formality of 
an aſſertory oath z and therefore, undoubtedly 
there is the ſame to the Holy Spirit: I anſwer, 
[ [peak the truth in Chriſt, is not a direct appeal 
to Chriſt in the form of an aſſertory oath, but 
fonifies his peculiar obligation to ſpeak truth as 
being a Chriſtian; In, or through Chriſt is fre- 
quently uſed in this ſenſe: and that in the Holy 


' Ghoſt, ſignifies by, or through the Holy Ghoſt, 


proved by parallel paſſages, ro which you have 
given no anſwer, The particle zz, is uſed in va- 
ricty of ſenſes, and ſometimes even in the ſame 
ſentence, of which I have produced inſtances 
above. 

What you add, in order to take off from the 
propriety of a parallel paſſage of the ſame Apoſtle, 
1 charge thee before God, and the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
and the elect Angels, has been anſwered above. 

Upon the whole, you are induced to“ obſerve 
the inconſiſtent, and indeed contradictory behavi- 
our of the Appellant in the courſe of the Ap- 
peal, He infers that Chriſt is a creature, though 
he is particularly called God: yet he will not let 
us inter, that the Holy Spirit is God, though he 
s no where denied to be God, He will not again 
allow Chriſt to be God, though on a throne in 
neaven, and receiving worſhip from the whole 
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univerſe: yet he would prove that the Holy 


Spirit is not God ; becauſe he 1s not bound 


turone, nor receiving divine worſhip.“ Page 170. 
Anſ. It is a ſatisfaction upon a review of the 


whole affair to find, that J have proceeded upon 
the principles of reaſon and Scripture, I never 


denied the title of God to Chriſt, which is indi. 
putably given him in ſome few pailages : but we 
have the expreſs authority of our Lord himſelf, 
for aſcribing it to him in an inferior ſenſe; and 
u are obliged to allow a ſort of inferiority to 
i, and ſupremacy to the Father: and the 
8 les have expreſsly declared, that Chriſt is the 

© Being produced, or created by God; from 
whence you infer that I make Chriſt a Creature; 
1 your inference be juſtly drawn, the charge muſt 


fall upon the Apoltles, as obſerved above. | 


have never called Chriſt a creature, becaule I do 
not find this very term applied to him in Scrip- 
ture: and Could heartily wiſh that un- ſcriptural 
terms had been never impoſed upon the conſci- 
ences of Chriſtians, in creeds, articles, and forms 
vou to infer, that the 


As to my not ſullering 
Y 
— 


Holy Spirit is God, though he is no where denied 


to be God; I have faithfully repretented every 
title, deſcription, and character of the Holy Spirit; 
and have declared upon the moſt careful examina— 
tion, that he 1s 2.955 ſtiled God, or Lord: I have 
now given a direct anſwer to every thing you have 
advanced lk is head: after all vou conclude 
with this pretence, that the Holy Spirit is vo 
where denled to be God. The lacred writers had 
no fort of reaſon to deny a thing, that was never 
aſſerted in their days. Who ever thought of de 


pvicg the Godhead of St. Paul, or any other 
per! On, 


OCods! 


1 


berſon, who never claimed the character of 


5 
have proved above, that the worſhip paid to 


_ is of an inferior nature; and conſequently, 


e argument drawn from the article of worſhip, 
0 pere him ſupreme God, is effectually over- 
* On the other hand, as no worſhip is 

fly paid to the Holy Spirit in Scripture, this 
55 an unar{werable argument to prove, chat he can- 
not poſſibly be ſupreme God. 

Upon this you obſerve, that negative argu- 
ments conclude no thing. Yet this is the argu- 
ment of the Appellant ; He that is not on a throne, 
nor worſhipped, nor prayed to, is not God: the 
Holy Spirit is not on a throne, prayed to, nor 
worſhipped : therefore he is not God.“ Page 171. 

/lnſ. Negative arguments in ſome caſes, are 
doubtleſs not concluſive : but I mult beg you to 
review this argument, as you yourſelf have ſtated 
it; for to my underſtanding it is abſolutely un- 
anſwerable; upon upper tion, I mean, that the 
Scripture be allowed to be the only rule of faith, 
worſhip, and religious profeſſion. You call yours 
{-!t a Encere Chriſtian, and conſequently obliged 
by duty, to adhere cloſely to the faith and worſhip, 
expreisly delivered by Chriſt and his A poſtles. 
Can * . e with this character, o 

:e worſhip of any perſon, or being, as God, 
Mae x 1 expreſs warrant from thoſe holy Per- 
ions, who alone had a commiſſion from God to 
determine the grand affair of religious worſhip 2? 
Can you dare to aſcribe ſupreme divinity to a per- 
lon, who is never repreſented as God in Scripture, 
never deicribed as exerciſing any regal authority, 
and to whom not one act of prayer, praiſe, or 
Slory, is ever alcribed ? 
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When Proteſtants are diſcourſing againſt the 
corruptions of the church of Rome, they jultly 
argue that the Scripture is the only rule of faith 
and practice; and conſequently, that they ought 
to reject all doctrines whatſoever, not contained 
in Scripture : they do not think themſelves obliged 
to prove, that it denies them in expreſs terms, 
but that they do not find them in their only rule of 
faith and practice : becauſe whatever is of divine 
revelation, muſt be contained in that Scripture, in 
which alone we have the will of God revealed to 
us. The very ſame way of arguing, undeniably 
demonſtrates the force of the argument, as ſtated 
by yourſelf; for if we are authorized, to reve- 
rence a perſon as G d, without any command, or 
example of wor ip paid to him in Scripture, we 
demoliſh the argument urged againſt the Papiſts, 
and take a ready method to ſupport the groſſeſt 
ſuperſtition invented by man, I hope this will 

rove the occaſion of your ſerious conviction; 
which will be more conſiſtent with the character 
of a ſincere Chriſtian, than to periiſt in the de- 
fence of a religious error, when you yourſelf can 
ſtate an argument that effectually overthrows it. 

On the other hand, you ſtate the argument for 
the divinity of Chriſt in this manner: He that 1s 
on a throne, prayed to, and worſhipped, 1s God: 
Chriſt is on a throne, prayed to, and worſhiped: 
therefore Chriſt is God. 

Anſ.. With regard to this argument, I obſerve, 
that no Chriſtian denies the Scripture divinity of 
Chriſt ; what you know is denied, is the ſupreme 
divinity of Chriſt, his being equal to God in all 
eſſential p-rieftions, and which indeed you your- 
ſelf have in effect denied in the courſe of thb 


debate, when you acknowledge the Father as the 
fountain, 
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fountain, and original ſource of the divinity of 
Chriſt and the Holy Spirit, In your argument 
there are two fallacies z namely, in the term, God, 
by which you mean ſupreme; whereas the nature 
of the worſhip paid to him, proves him to be 1n- 
ferior to the one ſupreme God: again, you re- 
prefent Chriſt as on a throne, when he was wor- 
ſhipped ; whereas it is expreſsly ſaid, that he was in 
the midſt of the throne, when he was worſhipped 
by ſaints and angels; and the Lord God is de- 
| {cribed as fitting on the throne, in diſtinction 
from the Lamb in the midſt of the throne, 
Revel. v. 6, 13. 

The true Scripture argument 1s this: a perſon 
who is worſhipped, becauſe he was ſlain, and to 
the glory of God, cannot be ſupreme God : but 
Chriſt is worſhipped, becauſe he was ſlain, and to 
the glory of God : therefore he cannot be ſupreme 
God, 

In order to invalidate the force of the argu- 
ment, with regard to the Holy Spirit, you obſerve, 
that © if the Father was never repreſented as on 
a throne, or prayed to, would you conclude from 
tacnce, that he is not God? Would no aſſertions 
of Scripture, ſuch as, that he is God, that he is 
eternal, Sc. convince you? Nay, is the Father 
ever once repreſented in the New Teſtameat by 
name, as ſitting upon a throne? Page 171. 

/nſ. This I mult freely declare is an incredible 


HW ppoficion: is it poſſible to imagine, that, when 
: ood thought fit to reveal his will to mankind by 
| his only begotten Son, he ſhould leave them in 


the dark, with regard to the right object of re- 
: 1210us worſhip? Was it not one grand end of this 
1 revelation, to turn the Gentile world from the 
Worihip of dumb idols, to the acknowledgment 

and 


1 

and adoration of the one true God ? And does 
not this end neceſſarily require precepts and ex- 
amples to ſettle the right object, or objects, of 
religious worſhip, and in what manner worſhip 
ſhould be offered? As certain as the Chriſtian re- 
velation was intended to convert the Heathen 
world from ſuperſtition and idolatry ; ſo certain is 


it, that a clear account of religious worſhip by 


= and example, maſt make an eſſential part 
of this revelation : from whence we may intallibly 
conclude, that no perſon ought to be acknowledg- 
ed and worſhiped as a God, whoſe title to this 
honour is not exprelsly warranted by the iacred 
writers. Such an important affair cannot be ſup. 
poſed to depend upon remote conſequences, and 
far- fetched deductions, 

As to your aſſertion, that the Father himſelf is 
never once repreſented by name, as fitting upon a 
throne, let it for the preſent be admitted as true: 
but then ke is deſcribed in ſuch a manner, that it 
is impoſſible to miſtake the perſon. The Lord 
God Almighty who created all things, is the per- 
fon who ſat upon the throne, who is diſtinguiſned 
from the Lamb in the molt ſolemn manner, and 
conſequently, he can be no other perſon than the 
father. But upon ſecond thoughts you are not ex- 
actly right in your aſffertion : Revel. tit. 2 f. is an 
inſtance of it. You quoted this text to prove 
Chriſt's equality with the Father, which is antwer- 
ed above. 

But after all you ſeem to depend upon this 
expe lient : Though there was not one inſtance 
of relig ous 5 — paid perſonally to the Holy 
Spirit; his real divinity being otherwiſe cleariy 
evinced; and he being ziſc renreſents d as the im- 
mediate and inſeparable Spirit of God; can it be 
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i ppoſe: | that you, or any other man, can pray to 
A mig! ty God, without praying at the ſame time 
to his Holy Spirit? Can the ſpirit of a man, 
ouch evidently diſtinct from the bodily ſub- 
tance of that man, be ſeparated even in thought, 
Tom the man himſelf? In the ſame manner, 
ncitier can the Spirit of God, which is in God, 
as the ſpirit of man, is in man, though diftin- 
euiſhed with peculiar properties from the perſons 
„the Father and Son, evidently comprehended 
a the fame Godhead, be ſeperated even in thought 
om God himſelf. Praying to God then, is direct- 
y praying to his Holy Spirit. And this ſeems 
Ts to be the reaſon why ſo much fewer 
prayer s, or direct acts of religious worſh! ip, are 
adreſied p erſonally to the Spirit, than to the Son.” 
pages 171. 172. 
auf. . nether you will grant it or not; every 
mprejudiced Chriſtian maſt orant, that as the 
New Teſtament was deſigned to point out to 
Jewiſn and Heathen converts the right object, or 
6ojects, of religious worſhip; fo no worſhip can 
be thought a duty, without an expreſs warrant 
om this heavenly book : when you infer the wor- 
nip of a perſon from his ſuppoſed divinity, Wwith- 
but an expreſs precept, or example, in Scripture z 
tus ſhould induce you tO ſulpect ct at leaf?. that YOU 
geribe divinity to a perſon upon irrational grounds; 
it being certainly, a point of a very dangerous 
a to depart from the appointment of 
mighty God, in the article of religious wor- 
515. on "which ſo much ſtreſs is laid in the Old 
ac New Teſtament. If it had been the will of 
Cod, that we ſhould worſhip the Holy Spirit in 
glory, furely it would have 
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As to your way of arguing, that the worſhip of 
God, necelfarily implies the worlhip of the Holy 
Spirit, he being in God, as the ſpirit of a man, is 
in man, I have anſwered this above, which is 
built upon a falſe foundation, namely, that the 
Holy Spirit is an eſſential part of God, as the 
ſpirit is an eſſential part of man: whereas the 
Holy Spirit is a perlon diſtinguiſhed from God, 
and ſent by him: as it would be very abſurd to 
ſuppoſe, that man could fend his ſpirit; ſo it is 
equally abſurd to imagine, the Holy Spirit ſent by 
God, if he be an eſſential part of God, And 
therefore, when we pray to God, we cannot be 
ſaid to pray to his Holy Spirit, who is conſtantly 1 
repreſented in Scripture, as a perſon diſtinct from 
God, and acting in all things, according to his 
ſupreme will and pleaſure. 

You add, this is the reaſon why fo much fewer 
prayers are addreſſed to the Spirit than the Son. 
Now 1t appears by a careful examination, that you 
have not been able to produce even one prayer | 
directed to the Holy Spirit. You find yourſelf } 
obliged to ſpeak diffidently upon the point; neither 
would you have had recourſe to ſo many far: fetch- 
ed deductions, and conſequential arguings, if you 
had been furniſhed with direct and politive evi- } 
dence. | 8 

You go on to produce your proofs, for the 
worſhip of three perſons and one God. Any 
ſincere Chriſtian would naturally expect, that you 
would lay before him upon ſuch an important at- 
ticle, ſome plain and clear inſtance, or inſtances 
of prayers, praiſe, or glory, directed to three pet- 
ſons and one God, this being the only Chriſtian } 
method to anſwer this plain obſervation ; namely, | 
that with reſpect to the religious practice of wor- 

ſaipping 
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ſhipping three Perſons and one God, God Al- 
mighty hath not appointed himſelf to be wor- 
ſhipped under this character by precept or exam- 
ple, in any one inſtance in his holy word. See 
Appeal, 2d edit. p. 104. | 

The purport of your anſwer is to this effect: 
eas the Son is repreſented with an human nature 
as well as divine, his divinity is frequently ſet forth 
by high titles, attributes and worſhip, leſt the evi- 
dence of his divinity ſhould be quite loſt 'by a 
conſtant contemplation of his human nature. 
Whereas the Holy Spirit having no inferior nature 
to give us a low opinion of him, the Scripture 
touches but ſparingly the collateral proofs of his 
divinity, ſo powerfully eftabliſhed in the expreſs 
declaration of his being the immediate Spirit of 
God, that ſearcheth all things, even the deep 
things of God. And as his being [tiled the Spirit 
of God might tempt men to think him the ſame 
perſon with God, his diſtinct perſonality from the 
Father is frequently inſiſted on; we cannot account 
for this different practice of the apoltles any other 
way than by believing it was their determined pur- 
poſe ix the belief of Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, three perſons and one God in the minds of 
chriſtians; to inculcate with the unity of the God- 
head, a co-equal and co-eternal Trinity of per- 
loos. Let ſome other account be given of this, 
and the Appellant ſhall have my leave to ſay, that 
the ſacred writers have left no example of any fort 
of worſhip, directed to three perſons and one God: 
though now it is as evident to my apprehenſion, 
that it is ſtrongly expreſſed to the three perſons, 
and theſe three perſons are as ſtrongly implied to 
de one God, as that three perſons cannot be one 
perſon; or that the term, God, abſolutely taken, 
can- 


A — 
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cannot, ſtrictly and properly, mean one ſingle in- 
dividual perſon.“ p. 172, 173. N 

Anſ. The firſt thought that naturally occurs up- 
on reading this ſolution of what I eſteem an inſu- 
perable difficulty in the Athanaſian trinity, is the 
undoubted truth of that important obſervation, 
which has been juſt cited from the Appeal, 2d 
edit. p. 104. Here is a learned perſon earneſtly 
contending with all his might for the worſhip of 
three perſons and one God in diſproof of a plain 
aſſertion, namely, that it is no where found in 
Scripture. Has he overthrown this by producing 
one ſcripture form, ſetting forth the worſhip of 
three perſons and one God? He has not fo much 
as attempted it; not the found of a ſingle text 
appears, wherein this worſhip 1s either commanded 
or authoriſed. This in other terms is the confel- 
ſion of an able pleader employing all his {kill ard 
pains to gain his cauſe, who, when he is called 
upon to produce his evidence from Scripture, 
openly declines the trial, and has recourle to con- 
ſequential arguings deduced from premiſes, which 

have been demonſtrated to be falſe. | 

You take it for granted, that the ſupreme divi- 
nity of Chriſt is frequently inſiſted upon in Scrip- 
ture; that he has a divine and human nature, 
namely, the Logos, or word, a ſoul and body: 
you likewiſe aſſume the ſupreme divinity of the 
Holy Spirit, as clearly eſtabliſhed in Scripture : 
now all this has been effectually overthrown, in the 
courſe of the debate; and conſcquently, what you 
infer from the ſuppoſition of the truth of theſe 
premiſes, falls to the ground. Let it be admitted, 
that you had proved the ſupreme divinity of Chriſt 
and the Holy Spirit, the natural concluſion would 
have been three diſtinct Gods, which is a doctrine 

ex- 
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expreſsly condemned by Scripture and reaſon, 


Bur let it be admitted, that you had juſtly infer- 
red the doctrine of three perſons and one God, 
yer ſtill my obſervation holds true, that the wor- 
ſhip of God under the character of three perſons 
5 not required or authoriſed in Scripture ; which 
muſt convince all unprejudiced chriſtians, that the 
doctrine of three perſons and one God, is not 
rizhtly deduced from Scripture : if it had been a 
{cripture doctrine, it would not only have been 
plainly expreſſed and frequently inculcated, but 
likewiſe ſome acts of worſhip would moſt certain- 
'y have been directed to three perſons and one 
God; fo that common chriſtians might as readily 
have found it upon being told it was in the word of 
God, as they can now find it in the book of Com- 
won prayer. 

That the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are three 
diſtinct perſons, the Scripture plainly declares : 


„bat that theſe three are the one God, is fo far 
" BW from being expreſsly ſet forth in Scripture, that 
l | tha A 


the direct contrary is, in the moſt ſolemn manner, 
determined by Chriſt and his apoſtles ; the one 
God being clearly defined to be the Father, as diſ- 
tinguiſned from the Son and Holy Spirit; and the 
Father being defined to be the only true God, as 
diſtinguiſned from Chriſt, ſo that the one God, 


6 and the Father, are indifferently uſed to denote the 
' ſ2me perſon. Again, your cauſe is gone for ever, 
* it God, abſolutely taken, means the Father, as it 
oy undoubtedly does in hundreds of paſſages: the 
e groſs abſurdity of your grand principle, that God, 
l, abſolutely taken, cannot mean one ſingle indivi- 
5 dual perſon, has been abundantly demonſtrated. 
* cannot help obſerving, that you expreſs your- 
5 ſelf very tenderly, when you are brought to the 
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pinch of the queſtion: you ſay, account for this 
reaſonably any other way, and then you ſhall have 
my leave to affirm, that the ſacred writers have 
left no exemple of any ſort of worſhip directed to 
three perſons and one God. But if you could 
have produced the leaſt colour, the moſt diſtant 
intimation of any ſuch worſhip in Scripture, you 
would have uſed very different language, of which 
you have afforded ſeveral ſpecimens in the courſe of 
the debate. Iam determined, by God's aſſiſtance, 
to profeſs this plain and bold truth upon all pro- 
per occaſions, without aſking your leave, or the 
leave of the greateſt mortals upon earth, who have 
no right to eſtabiſh forms of worſhip, in oppo. 
ſition to the ſupreme authority of the Gop of Gods 
and Lorp of Lords. 

In the Appeal the celebrated argument of learn- 
ed men drawn from the article of worſhip, is 
briefly repreſcnted in its full ſtrength, and ſuch an 


anſwer is given to it, as many judicious chriſtians |} 


have thought ſatisfactory. It remains to conſider 


what you have ſaid to invalidate the force of my 
anſwer, which is built upon the foundation of | 


Scripture. See Appeal, 2d edit. p. 109—11T. 


To the obſervation, that God's expreſs com- 
mand to worſhip one God only doth not pre- 
clude God from a right to appoint an inferior | 
worſhip to be paid to a perſon in the capacity of a } 
mediator, you anſwer : If indeed the words of | 


Scripture were, one ſupreme God, you might then 


bring in as many inferior gods as you pleaſe. But | 


the term ſupreme is no ſcripture word at all.” p. 
174. | 
Auſ. As to the term fupreme, it has been prov- 
ed above that the ſenſe of it evidently occurs in 
Scripture : Cod of Gods, the Moſt High, the A. 
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mighty (rarrenęa rug) neceſſarily convey the notion 
of ſupreme God. When you argue that we might 
in this caſe bring in as many inferior objects of 
worſhip, as we pleaſe, you confound two diſtinct 
rights, divine and human, Becauſe I have con- 
tended for the right of God to appoint an inferior 
object of worſhip ; how does it follow from hence, 
that men have a right to introduce what objects of 
worſhip they pleaſe? The whole purport of the 
Appeal is to ſhew chriſtian people, that no power 
upon earth has a right to impoſe articles of faith 
and forms of worſhip, in oppoſition to the autho- 
rity of God. 

You perſiſt in maintaining that “ all religious 
worſhip 1s appropriated to the one God, and that 
there is no ſuch thing in Scripture as inferior wor- 
ſnip. If Chriſt be not truly and eſſentially Gd, 
the worſhip paid to him in Scripture cannot be true 
religious worſhip ; but the very ſame kind of wor- 
ſnip which is addreſſed to the Father by the Who e 
univerſe, Revel. v. 13. is in the very ſame manner, 
by the very ſame act, in the very ſame words, and 
at the very ſame time, addreſſed to the Son, in 
the character indeed of a lamb, of a ſacrifice in his 
loweſt character. Either then the fame act of wor- 
ſap which is here offered to the Father and Son, 
is not true religious worſhip; or the Son equally 
partakes of the divine nature of the Father.” p. 
15S, 159, and 174. 

Anſ. You firſt aſſume as a principle, that no 
worſhip is due to any being but the one God; 
then you confine the notion of religious worſhip 
to him only; from whence you infer that the wor- 
nid of Chrift muſt be ſupreme, and that the wor- 
hip. paid to him, proves him to partake of the 
(tine nature 'of the Father: that is, in other 
2 terms, 
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terms, you beg the queſtion, and then you gain 
your cauſe. It has been already proved, that the 
worſhip of a perſon, becauſe he was ſlain and re- 
deemed us to God, which is the very reaſon af- 
ſigned for the worſhip of Chriſt, cannot be of ſo 
high a nature, as the worſhip of the Lord God 
Almighty, by whom Chriſt was ſent, and from 
whoſe favour he received this exalted honour, 
upon account of his extraordinary merits. The 
Character of a lamb, in which Chriſt is deſcribed, 
determines the nature of the worſhip, namely, 
that it is of an inferior kind, and yet it may be 
juſtly eſteemed true religious worſhip, becauſe God 
hath appointed it. Bi, and honour, and glory 
be unto him that fitteth upon the throne, that is, to 
the Lord God Almighty, for whoſe pleaſure all 
things were created, and unto the Lamb, for his 
humiliation and ſufferings ; ſo that the tame act of 
worſhip, which is here offered to the Father and 
Son upon different accounts, is true religious wor- 
ſhip, and yet the Son does not equally partake of 
the divine nature with the Father; for a lamb flain 
cannot poſſibly be truly and eſſentially God, that 
is, God in as high a ſenſe as the Father. Though, 
theret.re, worſhip is appointed to be paid to the 
perſon of the Son of God, yet he 1s not, as you 
aſſert, p. 174. upon an equal footing with the Fa 
ther, beca ſe he is nut worſhipped as God ſupreme, 
but expreſsly as a perſon interior to God, and to 
his ultimate glory. 

Your next o-ſervation has been anſwered above. 

With reſpe& to our Saviour's d eclaration, that 
all men ſbculd honour the Son, even as they tonour th? 
Fa her, which is quoted and explaine-i in the Ap- 
peal; you argue thus: © whence is a general like: 
neſs only, and not a ſtrict equality, alleen 
Why; 


ERED 
why, from the like form of expreſſion in inſtances, 
where certainly the nature of the things compared, 
determines the force and extent of the compariſon ; 
and therefore the fame rule ſhould reaſonably hold 
in this caſe alſo: but an human father and an hu- 
man ſon are evidently as to nature equal; and on- 
ly different in this reſpect, that the one is conſi- 
dered as the begetter, the other as begotten : and 
by analogy of reaſon, a divine Father and a divine 
Son, ſhould be conſidered in the ſame manner.” 
p. 174. | 
Anſ. As you allow that in the inſtances produced 
in the Appeal, the nature of the things compared, 
determines the force and extent of the compariſon. 
ſo the ame rule certainly holds in this caſe alſo. 
It has been ſhewn above, that we cannot argue 
from an human father and an human ſon, to God 
and Chriſt, conſidered under the character of Fa- 
ther and Son. Beſides, it has been diſtinctly 
proved, thit Chriſt is not ſtiled Son of God upon 
account of deriving the ſame metaphyſical nature 
from the Father; which ſenſe is not once men- 
tioned in Scripture, though ſevera] other ſenſes of 
Son of God are diſtinctly ſpecified, and which 
plainly ſhew him to be a perſon inferior to God: 
and therefore when our Lord ſays, that a!l men 
ſeula honzur the Sen, even as they honour the Fa- 
ther, this muſt be interpreted of a general likeneſs 
of h1nour, and not a ſtrict equality, agreeable to 
the inſtances produced in the Appeal, (2d edit, 
P. 110, 5 
You obſerve that “ the honour in this caſe to 
be paid to each, it ſhoul'i ſeem, ought to be equal 
ally: which the reaſon aſſigned by Chriſt for this 
honour being given to him, plainly intimates : the 
Faiher judzeth no man, but hath committed all judg- 
24 | ment 
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ment to the Sou. If then all judgment is commit. 
ted to the Son, all the conlequent fame kind of 


hon ur, which the Father would otherwiſe have 


had, is conſign:d to the Son alſo. And if he that 
honoureih not the Son, honoureth not the Father 
who ſent him, it follows, that he wo honoureth 
the Son, honoureth at the ſame time the Father; 
and conſequently, the honour paid to the Son muſt 
be equal to, and of the fame kind with, the ho- 
nour paid to the Father; otherwiſe, it would be 
unworthy of the Father, and therefore could not 
honour him.” p. 175. 

Anſ. Your way of arguing upon this point is 
ſubt e aud p-rplexed, but is eaſily cleared up by 
the very words of Scripture you quote to eſtabliſh 
your not o It the true reaſon of the Sun's ho- 
nour be to nded upon the office of judging the 


- world, which he rcc:ived from the Father; and 


if men were to honour the Son to the honour of 
the Father who ſe.t him, it nec ffarily follows 
that this honour of tic on cannot poſſibly be 
equal to that of the ſupreme Father, from whom 
he has received all right and title to any religious 
regards: it muſt likewiſe be of a different kind 
from the honour of the Father, to whom it would 
be little leſs than blaſphemy to alcribe honour upon 
the account of an office committed to him by 
another perſon. As to your cbſervaticn, that if 
all judgment is committed to the Son, all the con- 
ſequent ſame kind of honour, which the Father 


would otherwiſe have had, is conſigned to the Son 


alſo: I anſwer, upon ſuppoſition that the ſupreme 
Father had thought fit to have judged the world 
in perſon, we ſhould then have paid him hunour 
as ſupreme and only judge; which mult be in the 
nature of things a different honour from what we 

are 
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are obliged to pay to Chriſt, to whom all judg- 
ment has been committed by the Father, and to 
whoſe glory it redounds, and conſequently, it is 
inferior. To argue that inferior honour muſt not 
be paid to Chriſt, becauſe it would be unworthy 
of the Father, is in other terms to con'racict the 
plain ſcripture account which you quote yourſelf, 
and likewiſe to derogate from the ſupreme autho- 
rity of the one God and Father of all, as if he had 
no right to appoint an inferior perſon to be ho- 
noured. Your way of arguing |s built upon this 
foundation, that the Father and Son are abſolutel 

equal in all eſſential perfections, and that they are 


equally entitled to the fame honour in all reſpects; 


which is taking the point in queſtion for granted, 


in defiance to the very words of our Saviour in- 


terpreted by common ſenſe, which clearly deter- 
mine, that the honour of Chriſt is of an inferior 
nature, as he receives it upon account of an im- 
rortant office committed to him by the Father. 

Inferior religious worſhip implies n contradic- 
tion, as I have proved above in oppoſition to your 
aſſertion, You maintain that “ to affirm inferior 
religious worſhip to be expreſsly commanded by 
Almighty God, requires not only the cleareſt and 
moſt authentic evidence, but allo an expreſs revo- 
cation of the firſt commandment, whereby all 
manner of religi us wo: ſhip is plainly appropri- 
ated iO the divine Bring.” p. 175, 176. 

Anſ. With reſpect to the firſt aſſertion, the 
cleareſt and moſt authentic evidence has been pro- 
duced: and if you are refolved to f'y, that the 
worſhip of Chriſt upon account of his humiliation 
and ſufferings, the reaſon expreſsly aſſigned by the 
nipired apoſtles, is ſupreme honour and worſhip, 
and equal to that of the Lord God Almighty, who 
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ſent Chriſt into the world, and in conſideration of 
his perfect obedience, gave him, as matter of fa- 
vour, this exalted honour : if you cannot ſee an 
evident diſtinction of worſhip, though demonſtrat- 
ed even to eye-ſight; you muſt give other perſons 
liberty to judge for themſelves, and to believe in 
the ſimplicity of their hearts, that a perſon, who 
is reprefented as a lamb that was ſlain, cannot poſ- 
ſibly be equa! to the one ſupreme God; nor con- 
ſequently, can worſhip paid to Chriſt upon this ac- 
count, be deemed equal to, and of the ſame kind 
with, the folemn adoration of the Lord God Al- 
mighty, for whoſe picalure all things were created, 
and on whoſe grace and favour all the worſhip due 
to Chriſt, entirely depends. 

As to the. character of Almighty God, I have 
ſhewn above, that this is never applied to Chriſt : 
and with reſpect to his divine and human nature, 
1 have plainly proved, that it is a mere fiction 
of learned men, without any evidence to ſupport 
if. 

With regard to the repeal of the firſt command- 
ment, you argue thus: * the Scriptures are fo far 
from giving the leaſt intimation of any ſort of re- 
peal of that firit and principal command of wor- 
ſhipping God alone, that immediately after God's 
delivering it, he by his ſervant Moſes, according 
to the Septuagint verſion, Deut xxxii. 43. referred 
to by St. Paul, Heb. i. 6. introduces the worſhip 
of the Son by all the hoſt of heaven: and after he 
had again by the mouth of David, Pfalm. xcvil. 
7. intimated the ſame, he yet declares by the pro- 
phet Iſaiah xlii. 8.—xlvili. 11, 12. that he will not 
give his glory to another; that he is the Lord, and 
none elſe; there is no God beſide him; I am he; ! 
am the firſt, and Il am the laſt. The very * 
which 
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which Chriſt aſſumes to himſelf in the Revela- 
tions; and by which, notwithſtanding, in the pro- 
phet, God diſtinguiſhes his incommunicable and 
ſingular glory: alter all Chriſt himſelf inſiſts upon 
the ſame command, Matth. iv. 10. in its full ex- 
cluſive force; and in the cloſe of the New Teſta- 
ment, the angels to St, John repeat it to the 
abſolute excluſion of the higheſt creature, or an- 
el. 

« Doth this then look like a repeal of even the 
leaſt tittle of this command ? can the leaſt reſerve 
or exception be thence collected in favour of an 
other being whatſoever ? is there the leaſt impli- 
cation for an inferior degree of religious worſhip, 
or a Part of that due to God, to be given to an 
inferior miniſter? There evidently is not. If 
then it be inſiſted notwithilanding, that it is ex- 
preſsly commanded by Almighty God, contrary to 
the expreſs declarations of his will, who is it that ar- 
raigns the Goſpel account of ſuitable worſhip being 
paid to Chriſt ? you, or the advocates of the eſta- 
bliſhed doctrine ? you, who would eſtabliſh an in- 
ferror mediatorial worſhip to Chriſt, of which the 
Scriptures ſay not one word; inſtead of the true 
religious worſhip, which they actually aſcribe to 
him equally with the Father : or we, who with the 
Scriptures deny him your inferior worſhip, and 
with the ſame Scriptures give him the worſhip due 
to Gd? Which therefore being the true ſtate of 
the difference between us, the papiſts certainly have 
as good authority for giving interior worſhip to 
ſaints and angels, and the Virgin Mary, as you 
nave for giving no more to our Lord and God, 
our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt.” p. 176, 177. 

Anſ. As to the firſt commandment, Thou Halt 
bave no other gods but ine, it ſeems at firſt ſight 
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extremely odd and unaccountable, that there 


ſhould be ſuch an interpretation exiſting in the 
chriſtian world, as that we ſhould be ſuppoſed to 
ſignify three perſons abſolutely equal in all perfee- 
tions. This muſt certainly ſhock Jews and Ma- 
hometans, and even Heathens: ſuch an infinite 
abſurdity was never maintained in the heathen 
world, amidſt all their polytheiſm and ſtupid ido- 
latry ; though they had gods many and lords ma- 
ny, they never arrived at ſuch a pitch of ab. 
furdity, as to believe that three gods could make 
one God. 

But to give a direct anſwer to your argument 
ariſing from the firſt commandment : if by the 
firſt commandment it was then meant, that no 
perſon whitſoever ſhould be worſhipped by the 
Jews in an inferior ſenſe, there is nothing unrea- 
ſonable in the ſuppoſition, that the firſt com- 
mandmeat is ſo. far repealed; juſt as the fourth 
commandment is fo far repealed as the ſeventh 
day is concerned, which the Jews were required to 
keep as their ſabbath. That the New Teſtament 
ſets forth to us an object to be worſhipped beſide 
the one ſupreme God, is as plain a matter of 
fact, as that the one God, and the man Jeſus 
Chriſt, are two diſtinct perſons, or intelligent be- 
ings; or that the Lord Go. Almighty, and the 
lamb ſlain, cannot, without the utmoſt confuſion, 
be thought one and the ſ:me object. 

But I am under no neceſſity to ſuppoſe, that 
the firſt commandment is in any ſenſe repealed : 
it may be very rationally underſtood to carry in it 
2 duty of eternal obji gation. The true intent of 


it was to require an acknowledgment of the God | 
of Iſrael as the one ſupreme God; and fo the on- 


ly object of ſupreme and ultimate worſhip. * | 
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arſt commandment was deſigned to eſtabliſh the 


unity of God in the plain and literal ſenſe, by 
which the Jews were abſolutely forbidden to own 
any other perſon as ſupreme God either in oppo- 
fition to, or in conjunction with, him; it likewiſe 
contains a prohibition of acknowledging any infe- 
rior God, without an expreſs warrant from the 
God of gods. This appears to be the true and 
preciſe meaning of the firſt commandment : from 
whence it follows that the firſt commandment in 
this ſenſe is very conſiſtent with inferior worſhi 

given to another perſon, when the ſupreme God 
hall require it at our hands. An inferior worſhip 
paid in obedience to God's expreſs authority and 
redounding to his glory, may be juſtly ſaid to re- 


fer to God as the ſupreme and ultimate object. 


Now this is exactly the caſe of the worſhip paid 
to Chriſt according to plain Scripture declarations, 
without having recourſe to conſequential arguings, 
and far ferched deductions. God hath highly ex- 
alted him, and given him a name which is above every 
name, that at the name of Fejus every knee ſhould 
do- and that every tongue ſhould confeſs, that 
Jeſus Chriſt is Lord, to the glory of God the Father. 
Philipp. ii. 9, 10, 11. When he, (namely, God 
the Father) bringeth in the firſt-begotten into the 
world, he ſaith, And let all the angels of God wor- 
ſbip him. Heb. i. 6. Let it be carefully obſerved, 
that this command to worſhip Chriſt, was given 
after his reſurrection and triumphant aſcenſion in- 
to heaven, the particulars of which are plainly 
and ſolemnly ſet forth in the 5th chapter of Reve- 
lation, As we are fully authoriſed by the ex- 
preſs authority of God to pay inferior worſhip to 
Chriſt under the character of Mediator, Redeem- 
er, or the Lamb that was ſlain; ſo the — 
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of angels is expreſ-ly forbidden by the ſame au- 
thority, and conſequently, the papiſts are con- 
demned who pay inferior worſhip to angels, ſaints, 
and Virgin Mary, without any warrant from Scrip. 
ture. Surely Almighty God hath a right to ap- 

oint an inferior mediatorial worſhip, though it 
be the higheſt preſumption in the greateſt mortals 
upon earth to claim any ſuch_righr. 

Give me leave to obſerve, that the true ſenſe 
of the firit commandment ſhould put you upon 
{ome ſerious. refiexions, whether your ſcheme be 
not a direct breach of this ſolemn law, as you ac- 
knowledge two other perions {ſupreme and ultimate 
objects of religious worſhip, beſide the perſon 
who delivered this commandment. Three perſons 
equally ſupreme, Whether of the ſame, or diffe- 
rent ſubſtances, are three diſtindt Gods, a doc- 
trine expreſsly condemned by the firſt command- 
ment, and, indeed, by every part of the Old and 
New Teſtament, When God declares by the pro- 
phet that he will not give his glory to another, it is 
immediately added, nor my Praiſe to praven images. 
I have conſidered this paſſage: above, and have 
plainly fhewn it confiſtent with the honour given 
to Chriſt, With reſpect to. theſe ſtrong declara- 
tions, I am the Lord and none elie; there is no God 
beſide me; I am be; I am the firſt, and I am ihe 
laſt, (that is, in the higheſt ſenſe; for it has been 
proved above, that Chriſt is ſtiled in the New Teſ- 
tament firſt and laſt in a lower fenſe :) in the Old 
Teſtament, I fay, where God declares himſelf the 
one ſupreme, and claims to himſelf alone ſupreme 
and ultimate glory, there are plain declarations 
that God would ſend a perſon into the world, to 
whom Jews and Gentiles ſhouid be obliged to pay 


a ſuitable homage, We are taught by the exprels 
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command of the Old Teſtament, enforced by 
Chriſt in the New, 79 worſhip the Lord God, and 
im only to ſerve; and yet at the ſame time it is 
plainly and conſiſtently declared, Dan, vii. 14. that 
io him (namely, the Meſſiah) was given dominion 
and glory, and a kingdom, that all people and na- 
tions —— ſhould ſerve him. Let it be always re- 
membered, that the ſupreme God cannot poſſibly 
have any thing given to him by any other being, 
this being a point ſolemnly determined by St. Paul, 
Rom. ii. 35. and conſequently, the very hats 
and glory paid to Chriſt, proves him to be a per- 
lon inferior to the ſupreme Father, from whom 
e received his right and title to religious worſhip, 
which undeniably demonſtrates it to be of an in- 
ferior nature. When we add to this the plain ac- 
count of Chriſt's mediatorial worſhip in the New 
Teſtament eftabliſhed by the expreſs authority of 
God, it mult appear very furprizing that you ſhould 
venture to affirm boldly, there is no ſuch thing as 
inferior mediatorial worſhip in Scripture, which 
allertion may be confronted with its ſolemn de- 
clarations; and likewiſe that you ſhould contend 
tor the worſhip he Chriſt in as high a ſenſe as that 
of the Father, of which you cannot produce one 
Inſtance. 
Be pleaſed to take a ſerious review of this im- 
portant ſubject, left your worſhip ſhould be found 
direct breach of the firſt commandment, by ac- 
knowledging another ſupreme object of worſhip 
beſides the perſon who has ſolemaly declared, 
le ſhalt have no other gods but me : leſt you op- 
pole the author.ty of God by refuſing to worſhip 
Chriſt as Mediator to his ultimate olory : and leſt 
you incur the guilt of unwarrantable preſumption, 
by putting the inferior worſhip of ſaints, angels, 
2 and 


2 7 1 
_ ' — _— 
- — 
— , e . err ere 2 


PR g 
ba, | 
2 RG ey OS 


'L $82 1}: 
and Virgin Mary, practiſed by the papiſts, upon 
the ſame tooting with the worſhip of the Lamb that 
was ſlain, to the glory of God the Father, a worſhip 


expreſsly eſtabliſhed by divine authority. 


Having thus examined every material article 
you have .dv.nced, relating to my ſecond queſtion, 
the deciſion of it muſt be left to our common 
readers; whoſe buſineſs it is to bring in the verdict 
according to evidence, as they have now ſeen the 
cauſe debaied on both ſides: in other terms, let 


our impartial readers determine, whether that ſum- 


mary account ef the chriſtian worſhip, as ſet forth 
in the Appeal (2d edit. p. 111, 112.) at the con- 
cluſion of this head, ſtands upon a firm founda- 


tion? .or, whether your laboured anſwer has effec- | 
tually - overthrown it? 


It remains that J examine what you have of- 
fered to our chriſtian readers, in order to prejudice | 
them againſt the Appellant. * 

I thought it my duty to explain to chriſtian peo- | 
ple their right and duty upon conviction of the 
truth of what had been advanced in the Appeal. 


Accordingly it is plainly ſhewn, that chriſtian 


people have an undoubted right to make a ſerious 
and ſolemn protelt againſt the Athanaſian doc- 
trine and worſhip. This I apprehend naturally 
ariſes from the caſe, ir being an eſſential part of 
chriſtianity to lay aſide, and even proteſt againſt, 
all doctrines and religious practices not warranted 
by Scripture. (See Appeal, 2d edit. p. 115, 116. 

Upon this you obſerve that “ if this matter 1 
ſo clear as the Appellant pretends, it would be 
but a poor compliment to the majority, if not to 
the whole body of the ſpiritual guides and paſtors 
of the people, to ſuppoſe them ſo void of com- 

| mon 
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mon ſenſe and common reflexion, as not, equally 
with the Appellant, to perceive ſo evident a point ; 
and if they did, it would be very uncharitable to 
think that they ſhould continue in ſo groſy an er- 
ror.” p. 4.38: 

Anſ. There have been many inſtances in the 


world of large bodies of men continuing from 


generation to generation in groſs and pernicious 
errors, Not to inſiſt upon the abominable cor- 
ruptions of popery, which were ſupported in this 
country before the reformation took place, and 
till ſubſiſt in popiſh countries; I will beg leave 
to ſtate a caſe exactly parallel, with regard to an 
article of the boaſted church of England. 

Let it be ſuppoſed, that I had wrote a plain 
diſcourſe upon the Scripture doctrine of original 
fn; the pu port of which was to ſhew, that in- 
fants are born into the world perfectly innocent; 
that they derived no corruption of nature from 
Adam, but were only liable to death upon his ac- 
count, Let it be ſuppoſed, that I had en- 
deavoured to prove, that the doctrine of origi- 
nal ſin, as ſtated in the ninth article of our 
church, according to the literal and grammatical 
ſenſe of the words and the known meaning of the 
compilers, is inconſiſtent with God's moral attri- 
butes, and the plain declarations of Scripture: 
that I had appealed to the common ſenſe of all 
chriſtian people, with regard to this doctrine, 
which repreſents the compaſſionate Father of all 
rational creatures, as dooming poor infants to eter- 
nal torments, upon account of a corruption of 
nature derived from Adam. 

Upon this you might in like manner have told 
chriſtian people, that the arguments of the Appel- 
lant muſt be ſuppoſed ſome way or other falſe at 
bottom, becauſe the majority, if not the whole 
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body of their ſpiritual guides and paſtors, cannot 
be thought ſo void of common ſenſe as not equal- 
ly with the Appellant to perceive ſo clear a point; 
and if they did, it would be uncharitable to think 
that they ſhould themſelves continue in ſo groſs an 
error. | 

The fame obſervation might be zuſtly made upon 
the doctrine of predeſtination, as ſet forth in the 
17th article. 

But I ought to acknowledge that I read your 
next paragraph with particular ſatisfaction, as you | 
make a fair and honourable propoſal, to which I | 
give my hearty aſſent, and hope you are in ear- 
neſt. You aſſure chriſtian people, that © if their | 
ſpiritual paſtors have not before thought the Ap- 

ellant's attempt worthy of their attention, they 
will now for their ſakes, and for the diſcharge of 
their own conſciences, give it ſuch an impartial 
and fair trial, either at the bar of their own ſkill 
and knowledge, or that of others more able and 
approved, as that the reſult will be, either an en- | 
tire concurrence with the Appellant's ſentiments, 


or a ſufficient ſupply of ſuch convincing argu- 


ments in behalf of the eſtabliſhed faith as will ena- 
le them to withſtand the force of all his former 
attacks upon their now plainly abuſed underſtand- WM 
ings.” p. 178, 179. | 
Auſ. It is my ſincere wiſh that this important WI ; 
cauſe may be fairly and impartially examined for 


the benefit of chriſtian people, and for the bo. 


( 
1 
nour of Chriſt's religion, as it was left by himſel b 
and his apoſtles : and in order to promote ſuch an n 
impartial examination, I ſolemnly profeſs my tes. 
dineſs to give up every argument, and branch ol 
an argument, that cannot be ſolidly defended. 


laid 


C4 


eir 


> Of 
tial 
kill 


nts, 
gu- 
ena - 
mer 
and- 


rtant 
d for 
ho- 
mſell 
ch an 

rea- 
1 of 
nded. 
| have 

laid 


358 J 
laid the greateſt ſtreſs as depending on 2 plain 
matter of fact, be cleared up by expreſs declara- 
tions of Scripture ; and I think myſelf obliged, by 
a ſerious regard to the day of judgment, fair] 
and openly to acknowledge myſelf as a perſon, 


who has endeavoured, through an error of judg- 


ment, to miſlead chriſtian people in an important 
article of faith and practice. 

On the other hand, you are certainly obliged, as 
a ſincere chriſtian, and by your own propoſal, to 
purſue the ſame honeſt method of openly acknow- 
ledging what cannot be defended rationally by 
Scripture, The reſult of ſuch a chriſtian method 
equally purſued on both ſides, would be attended 
with the moſt bleſſed effects, as it would prove an 
excellent means of getting all religious errors re- 
moved from this proteſtant church, which would 
make it a praiſe in all the earth. 

You ſeem to be apprehenſive of terrible mil- 
chiefs to church and ſtate, if chriſtian people were 
generally to proteſt againſt the Athanaſian forms. 
Tour apprehenſions are groundleſs and imaginary. 
Mere difference of ſentiments in religious matters 
and an open profeſſion of them, never occaſion 
any diſturbance in thoſe places, where religious 
iberty prevails, where men are left, as they ought 
to be, to the dictates of their own conlciences, 
in all ſuch caſes that are not injurious to civil ſo- 
ciety: it is the reſtraint of liberty, it is the at- 
tempting to bring men to uniformity of proſefſions 
by violent methods that has already done ſo much 
milchief in the world, as undeniably appears by 
the hiſtory of mankind in general, and of the chril- 
tian church in particular. Such a general proteſt 
of chriſtian people, as you ſeem apprehenſive of, 
Would produce this good effect; the governors 
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of the church, and the officiating clergy, would 
think themſelves obliged to lay alide the uſe of 
forms, not warranted by Scripture. Can you, as 
a ſincere Chriſtian, poſſibly think it the duty of 
Chriſtian people to protels their faith in language, 
never heard of in the days of the Apoſtles, that 
never exiſted in the Chriſtian church till many hun- 
dred years after their days? And can you, con- 
ſiſtently with the charatler of a Chriſtian, think it 
their duty to worſhip God as three co-equal Per- 
ſons, without the leaſt colour of Scripture evi- 
dence to ſupport it, when you yourſelf with all 
your zeal, have not been able to produce even 
one inſtance of any ſuch worſhip ? This corrupt 
worſhip did not obtain in the Chriſtian church, 
till near four hundred years after the times of the 
Apoſtles, as it is obterved in the Appeal, which 


you have not been able to contradict. 


I thought it right to exhort Chriſtian people, to 
make a fair and open profeſſion of their religious 
principles, with regard to ſuch an important point, 

Lou cannot deny the advice to be good, but take 


occaſion from hence to give ill impreſſions of the 


author, becaule his name is not prefixed to the 
Appeal, 

Anſ. As my name was of no conſequence to 
the public, I did not think it neceſſary : and if! 
had prefixed my name, you would probably have 


charged me with infolence and preſumption. Be- 
ſides, my name has no relation to the arguments 
' propoſed; if they are good and ſolid, they ougit 


to be admitted, without any regard to the author's 


name; if they are weak and trifling, they may be 


ealily anſwered, With reſpect to your manner of 


treating me upon this occaſion, I am diſpoſed to 


impute it to a warm zeal, for what you eſteem 5 
Calle 
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cauſe of God, which ſometimes carries you be- 
yond the ſtrict bounds of Chriſtian charity: and 
in return for what you have ſaid, I heartily wiſh 
you all ſucceſs in your miniſterial office, with re- 
card to thoſe points in which we are agreed. 

As to the author of the Appeal, it is ſufficient 
for Chriſtian people to be acquainted, that he pro- 
ſeſſes himſelf at this time, a miniſter of Chriſt, 
oficiaring in the church of England: that he has 
fairly and openly declared his diſſent from the A- 
thanaſian forms in that very congregation, where 
he declared his aſſent and conſent, when he took 
poſſeſſion of the living: that he has profeſſed his 
reſolution never to ſubſcribe the thirty- nine Ar- 
ticles, nor to declare his aſſent to forms, which he 


thinks contrary to the word of God. Farther he 


thinks himſelf under no obligation to reſign his 
miniſterial office, as he omits no parts of the litur- 
gy, but ſuch as the church had no right to im- 
poſe : that the church itſelf, in which he officiates, 
is founded upon the right of miniſters and people, 
to judge and practiſe for themſelves in matters of 
religion; Without which we muſt have lain to 
this very day in the groſs corruptions of Popery: 
that he proleſſes a dutiful. ſubmiſſion to his ſupe- 
riors in all lawful inſtances, that do not break in 
upon the duty he owes to the great Shepherd and 
bilhop of our Souls. Let this account be com- 
pared, with what is ſaid relative to the conduct of 

clergymen in the Appeal. [2d edit. p. 104—106.] 
When you charge the author of the Appeal, 
with pretending to a readineſs to ſuffer any thing 
in this glorious cauſe; let it be obſerved, that as 
he profeſſes himſelf a miniſter of Chriſt, he is very 
ſenſible of his duty, if he ſhould be called upon 
to ſuffer any diſtreſs upon account of his religious 
A Aa 3 | principles: 
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principles: but if he has expreſſed himſelf too 
confidently upon this point, he readily acknow- 
ledges it as a fault, The example of St. Peter, 
Cranmer, one of our firſt reformers, and man 
others, ſhould teach us to be humble and diffident 
of our own ſtrength; and ſhould oblige us to be 
more ſollicitous to approve our ſincerity to God 
and Chriſt, by ſilent acts of reſignation, and a 
ſtrong reſolution foru d in the heart, than to re- 
commend ourſelves to men, by raſh and confident 
boaſtings. However, it is proper Chriſtian people 
ſhould be aſſured, that the author of the Appeal 
thinks himſelf in earneſt, and. humbly hopes, by 
the aſfil;ance of God, to be able to take up the 
croſs of Chriſt, it the cauſe ot God ſhould require 
it at his hands. 5 

I never aimed at being a champion, or leader, 
as you charge me, but thought myſelf obliged to 


jet Chriſtian people right in an important point of 


faith and worſhip, which I apprehend had never 
been laid ſo plainly before them, 

Again, you charge me with adviſing Chriſtian 
people to join in forms of worſhip, condemned 
by their own conſciences : whereas my evident de- 


ſign, in pointing out the exceptionable parts of | 


gy, appears by my expreſs words to be the 
direct co:.trary, to adviſe them not to join in thoſe 
excentionable parts. As for inſtance, when the 
Athanaſian creed is read, they might ſhew their 


the liturg 


diſſent cither by fitting down, or elſe by ſhutting 


the prayer book, during the time of reading: ſo 


likewiſe, when the Litany is read, they might for- | 


hear to repeat after the miniſter, the third and 
fourth petitions. Surely not joining in forms of 
worſhip, is very conſiſtent with an open proteſting 
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people to ſhuffle and equivocate with God and 
their own conſciences, but, on the contrary, to 
act a fair, ſincere, and Chriſtian part. 

delivered it as my opinion, that Chriſtian people 
are not obliged to quit the communion of the 
church of England, if they are tolerated in an 
open profeſſion of the right opinion concerning 
God, and his worſhip, as the far greater part of 
the Liturgy is conſiſtent with it. This advice 
does not ſhew an inclination to make diſturbances 
in the church, but has rather a tendency to pro- 
mote univerſal harmony and peace, notwithſtand- 
ing their difference in ſome ſpeculative points, 
which muſt unavoidably happen, whilſt men are 
allowed to examine, and judge for themſelves in 
religious matters. 

As for the odious names of Heretics and Schiſ- 
matics, you know very well how ready the Atha- 
naſians have always been to fix them upon thoſe 
who have dared to profeſs the unitarian doctrine. 
delivered it as my judgment, that if any clergy- 
men ſhould not only give theſe odious names, but 
ſhould go fo far as to pronounce Chriſtian people 
unworthy of public worſhip, and ſhould abſolute- 
ly refuſe to adminiiter to them the Supper of the- 
Lord, upon an open profeſſion of the unitarian 
doctrine ; that thoſe clergymen are the real Here- 
tics and Schiſmatics, and not the people, as they 
inſiſt upon terms of Chriltian communion, that 
were never required by Chriſt and his Apoſtles. 
It appears from hence, that the charge of hereſy 
and ſchiſm is fixed upon thoſe clergymen ozly, 
who ſhould refuſe the priviledges of church com- 
munion to unitarian profeſſors, and not upon all 
the church, as you would inſinuate; which, though 
holds conſiderable errors, cannot be juſtly charged 
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with hereſy and ſchiſm, whilſt it allows an open 


tolcration for difference of ſentiments 1n religious 
matters, . 


I thought it my duty to inform Chriſtian people, 
that the Athanaſian creed never appeared in the 


_ Chriſtian church, till ſeveral hundred years after 


the days of the Apoſtles : this information muſt 
be judged abſolutely neceſſary, as great numbers 
of peopie efteem this creed of equal authority 
with Scripture itſelf, becauſe it is read in churches 
with the ſame gravity and ſolemnity, as a chapter 
out of the Bible. The bulk of mankind have 
been always apt to take every thing for granted, 
that 1s eſtabliſhed by public authority. You have 
not ventured to deny the truth of this account, 
Again, as I had pointed out to Chriſtian people, 
the exceptionable parts of the Nicene creed, it was 
very proper to inform them a plain matter of fact, 
that the expreſſions excepted againft, did not ob- 
tain in any genuine creed, till the year 325, and 
381: that the old genuine creeds for the firſt 300 
years, contained no ſuch language; and in my 
ſecond edition of the Appeal, one of the ancient 
creeds is ſet down, that Chriſtian people might ſe 
with their own eyes the truth of my account; 
neither have you been able to contradict this plain 


matter of fact. What then is your charge? Why, 


J have not vindicated the inſertion of thoſe pal- 
ſages ; neither have I declared * that the doctrine 
of thoſe expreſſions obtained in the church from 
the beginning, down to the above period; as the 
i-arned biſhop Bull hath unanſwerably proved in 
his excellent defence of that creed.“ But how. 
could i, conſiſtently with common ſenſe, pretend 
to vindicate the inſertion of unſcriptural expreſſions, 
which 1 was at that very time expreſsly condemn: 

ing 
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ing? How could I, conſiſtently with my ſenti- 
ments, tell Chriſtian people that biſhop Bull had 
unanſwerably proved thar the doctrine of theſe ex- 
preſſions concerning the Son, was the conſtant 
doctrine of the church from the beginning, when 
] was at that very time thoroughly convinced, 
that the direct contrary had been proved by men, 
as well ſkilled in the primitive Fathers, as biſhop 
Bull? 

Give me leave to tell you on the other hand 
that, when you were condemning my conduct 
without reaſon, you have ſuppreſſ:d, in your ad- 
dreſs to Chriſtian people, what they have a right 
to be acquainted with. Let Chriſtian people be 
aſſured, that biſhop Bull's celebrated book has 
been ſhewn to be defective and erroneous, with re- 
gard to the main parts contended for, by the 
learned Dr. Whitby in his“ Modeſt diſquiſitions, 
Sc. and the defences of it againſt Dr. Waterland ; 
and in general by Mr, Whiſton in his primitive 
Chriſtianity revived, by Mr. Jackſon, and others. 
Theſe learned writers have proved, that Chriſt 
was not believed by the primitive church, to be a 
perſon of the ſame ſubſtance with the Father; that 
he was produced, or created by him; that Chriſt 
is inferior to the Father in every reſpect: they 
have likewiſe diſtinctly ſhewn from the primitive 
writers, that the Father was conſtantly ſet forth as 
the one ſupreme God, expreſsly iſtinguiſhed from 
the Son and Holy Spirit ; which undeniably ap- 
pears from all the old creeds, and even from the 
Nicene creed itſelf: ſo that the whole account 


* Diſquifitiones modeſtæ in Clariſſimi Bulli Defenfionem 
Fidei Nicenæ. Authore Daniele Whitby, D. D. Editio ſecunda. 
Londini, Impenſis Betteſworth, in Pater-noſter-row, 17 20. 
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relating to this affair, when faithfully repreſent; 
ed, has a natural tendency to demoliſh the Atha- 
naſian cauſe. 

You go on to acquaint our Chriſtian readers, 
what the e omitted, “that about that 
tone, namely, A. D. 325, and not before, the 
real divinity of the Son begun to be queſtioned, 
by one Arius, who thereby cauſing a ſchiſm in 
the church; to put a ſtop to the further progreſs 
of this, hereſy, a council of above three hundred 
bi! n0ps of the church aſſembled at Nice, by the 
authority of Conſtantine, the firſt Chriſtian empe- 
ror, from all parts of the Chriſtian world; and 
upoa a ſtrict examination of the ſenſe of the church 
from the time of Chriſt, condemned the Arian in- 
novations by the clauſes in queſtion of that creed: 
in which, though the direct words of Scripture 
are not let down, yet the doctrine is plainly and 
undeniably collected from the clear and obvious 
ſenſe of Scripture. That the ſingle point enquired 
into at that time, was the faith of the church con- 
cerning the divinity of Chriſt, which they had re- 
ceived from their anceſtors ; and that they all, five 
or ſix, only excepted, gave in the words of the 
old creed, as it now ſtands, very God of very God, 
&c. with the addition only of the word, conſub- 


Aan ial, or rather, co-efſen!za!.” Pages 181, 182. 


Anſ. All per ſons acquainted with eccleſiaſtical 
hiſtory very well know, that there were great dil- 
turbances in the church in the fourth century, oc- 
caſioned, not merely by difference of ſentiments, 
for this is conſiſtent with peace and charity, but by 
a furious zeal to eſtabliſn articles drawn up in un- 
ſcriptural terms, by violence and pes ſecution. 
When the unhappy diſpute began between Alex- 


ander and Arius, and was grown to a flaming 
height, 
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height, the peace of the church might have been 


ſecured, if the biſhops had agreed to recommend 


a confeſſion of faith, drawn up in Scripture ex- 
preſſions, which the Arians would certainly have 
{ſubmitted to, as undeniably appears from the 
creeds which they propoſed. Alexander and A- 
rius were both to be blamed for introducing lan- 
guage upon this ſubject, not expreſsly found in 
the word of God, Burt it ought to be obſerved 
in juſtice to Arius, that he never called in queſ- 
tion the divinity of Chriſt; ſo that you miſre- 
preſent the caſe, when you affirm that he called in 
queſtion the divinity of Chriſt. The divinity of 
Chriſt was never underſtood, by the catholic writers 
of the three farſt centuries, in the Athanaſian ſenſe, 
namely, that Chriſt is God in as high a ſenſe as 
the Father; or, that he is a ſupreme object of wor- 
ſnip, or one God with the Father. The whole 
{train of their writings plainly ſets forth a contrary 
notion: they aſcribed divinity to Chriit, becauſe 
he derived his being from the Father in a peculiar 
manner, and far different from all other inferior 
beings; though they acknowledged him to have 
been produced, or created by God, yet they thought 
him far ſuperior to all inferior beings, in nature 
and perfections. They ſometimes ſtile him the 
begotten God, or God the word. They main- 
tained the unity of God in the Hrict and literal 
ſenſe, by referring it, according to Scripture, to 
the Perſon of the Father, whom they ſtyled the 
one ſupreme God, and the God of the univerſe. 
As Arius had made uſe of novel expreſſions con- 
cerning the Son, in his debate with Alexander; 
lo the council of Nice eſtabliſhed by authority, 
novel and unſcriptural expreſſions of another kind, 
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with the Father ; for very God of very God, waz 
not in the old creed, according to your account: 
in the old creed, as atteſted by the great Euſebius, 
biſhop of Cæſarea, the words ran thus: And in 
the one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the word of God, God of 
Ged, Light of Light, Life of Life, the only bepot- 
ten Son, the Firſt-born of every Creature, bepitten 
of the Father before all Ages. It appears too, that 
not made, was not in the old creed: whereas you 
affirm, that the word, con-ſubſtantial, was the only 
addition. The Nicene council was held by the 
authority of Conſtantine, the firſt Chriſtian empe- 
ror, who gave excellent advice to the contending 
parties; but he himſelf was at laſt over-ruled by a 
great majority, to eſtabliſh unſcriptural terms by 
violent methods. | 

would obſerve upon this famous council, that 
two bad things were tranſacted in it, which laid 
the foundation of infinite miſchiefs in the Chril- 
tian world : firſt, the introduction of unſcriptural 
terms into a public confeſſion of faith; ſecondly, 
the enforcing of them by violence and perſecu- 
tion. Conſtantine, though an emperor attended 
with three hundred biſhops, had no more right to 
1mpoſe new articles of faith upon the conſciences 
of Chriſtians, than the meaneſt Chriſtians in the 
empire. The diſciples of Chriſt conſidered as 
ſuch, from the higheſt to the loweſt, profeſs one 
Maſter only in ſpiritual affairs, namely, Chriſt 
Jeſus ; they have no dominion over each other in 
matters of faith and religious practice. Again, 
admitting that Conſtantine with his three hundred 
biſhops had made a righteous and Chriſtian decree; 
yet they had no right to enforce it by worldly pe- 
nalties. All force is inconſiſtent with the nature 
of religion in general, and with the Chriſtian in 

| particular; 
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articular; it being expreſsly forbidden by our 
— and Maſter, Jeſus Chriſt. 

You next obſerve, ** that I ſhould have told 
my Chriſtian readers, that the real divinity of the 
Holy Spirit was not called in queſtion till ſome 
time after this; which at length obliged the coun- 
cil of Conſtantinople, to add the clauſes concern- 
ing the Holy Spirit, agreeable to the conſtant doc- 
trine of the Chriſtian church, from the times of 
the Apoſtles to the firſt moving of that queſtion.” 
Page 182. 

Anſ. Here you take it for granted, that the 
divinity, namely, ſupreme divinity of the Holy 
Spirit, had been the conſtant doctrine of the 
church from the Apoſtles days, to the time that 
one Macedonius in the 4th century called it in queſ- 
tion : whereas the divinity of the Holy Ghoſt, was 
not ſo much as thought of for the firſt three hun- 
dred years after Chriſt, In the Nicene creed it- 
ſelf, / believe in the Holy Ghoſt, was all that was 
profeſſed at that time, agreeably to all the old 
creeds in the whole Chrittian world: the Holy 
Spirit is ſtiled in none of them Lord, or God. 
The ſame obſervation may be made of the writ- 
ings of the early Fathers. They are fo far from 
aiierting the divinity of the Holy Spirit, or en- 
quiring in what ſenſe he is one God with the Father 
and the Son, that they either expreſsly, or by juſt 
conſequence, ſay. the contrary, as it has been diſ- 
tinctly ſhewn by the learned writers mentioned 
above, Macedonius indeed in the 4th century, 
made uſe of ſome expreſſions concerning the Holy 
Spirit, not found in Scripture. But his divinity 
had never been an article of Chriſtian taith, from 
the days of the Apoſtles to this time. The novel 
terms of Macedonius on one fide, proved the oc- 

| caſion 
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cafion of novel terms on the other, namely, Lord 
of Life, who together with the Father and Son i; 
worſpipped and glorified ; this was an addition made 
to the Nicene creed by the council of Conſtanti- 
nople, and is not warranted by Scripture, or pri- 
mitive antiquity. 
You go on to acquaint our Chriſtian readers, 
« that the Appellant ought to have told them the 
whole truth, and not diſingenuouſly to have ſup- 
preſſed the principal part; thereby to make the 
eſtabliſhed doctrine of our church to appear, to 
have been a meer innovation at thoſe times: where- 
as the Arian and Semi-arian hereſies, were then 
only firſt broached, in oppoſition to the conſtantly 
received doctrines of the church, even from the 
time of our bleſſed Saviour. The hiſtories of 
thoſe times, which are in the Engliſh tongue, will 
fully inform them of the truth of what is here 
aſſerted.” Page 182. | 
Anſ. It plainly appears by what has been already 
ſaid, that the whole truth relating to this affair, 
will turn out to the prejudice of that cauſe you 
are labouring to ſupport. That Chriſtianity was 
grofly co rupted | in the 4th and 5th centuries, and 
fo grew worie and worſe, till Popery was eſtab- 
liſhed, is a well atteſted jat in hiſtory. The plain 


anc COTE Account delivered in the New Teſta- 


ent of Chriſt and the Holy Spirit, was darkened 
od perplexed 15 obſcure terms and ſubtle Giſtine- 
tions. The grand principle of all true religion, 


name ly, the unity 6 God, which is a familiar no- 
tion adapted to the capacities of all, was confound- 


ed in ſuch a man 8 that the terms one and three, 


Inf their usual fienification. The great Sir Iſaac 
Newton has cle ul ſhewn, that the very ſame 
perions, who were chiefly concerned in making in- 
| 8 novations 


111 


novations in the Chriſtian faith, were likewiſe the 
inventers and propagaters of a ſuperſtitious regard 
paid to the reliques of dead ſaints, and the invo- 
cation of them in prayer. [See his obſcrvations 
upon the prophecies of Daniel, chap. xiv.] As 
{or the peculiar tenets of thoſe called Arians, 
namely, that there was a time when the Son was not, 
end that he was made out of nothing, it is readily 
acknowledged that this language 1s not warranted 
by Scripture: on the other ſide, you ought to 
allow that the language of the orthodox, ſo fits 
it differs from the old. creeds, 1s not warranted b 

Scripture; and fonſequently, neither the one nor 
the other, ſhould have been inſerted into a public 
confeſſion of faith. Let it be obſerved, that there 
was a ſet of Chriſtians at that time, between the 
Orthodox and Arians, who declared againſt 
the unſcriptural terms of both parties. The great 
buſineſs of ſincere Chriſtians, is to profeſs their 
faith in the language of the holy Apoſtles, with- 
out any regard to the party names of Athanaſius, 
Arius, or Socinus, and to return to the plain ſim- 
plicity of the Goſpel of Chriſt. With reſpect to 
your terms, Arian and Semi-arian hereſies, it ought 
to be oblerved, that the charge of hereſy has been 
an uſual artifice in the governing party to blacken 
their adverſaries, which might with more juſtice 
be retorted upon themſelves ; but it is high time 
tor Chriſtians to lay aſide terms of reproach on all 
lides, and to endeavour to ſettle the important 
points of faith and worſhip, in the ſpirit of peace 
and charity. I am. perſuaded that, if the whole 
truth relating to this affair, was faithfully laid 
before every Congregation through the whole 
Chriſtian world, your cauſe would be gone for 
ever. 
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In the Appeal, the body of the clergy are divid. | 
ed into three parts: ſeveral groaning under the 
weight of the Athanaſian forms; others of mode. 
rate ſentiments; and many blindly zealous in their 
defence right or wrong. I believe this repreſenta- 
tion to be ſtrictly true, though you ſeem to take 
ic for granted that it is unjuſt. The unitarian 


doctrine has been very rationally ſupported by | 


authors profeſſing themſelves miniſters of the 
church of England ſince the Appeal appeared; 
namely, the author of the Athanaſian creed re- 
examined, Sc. Of the commentary on near two 
hundred texts of St. John's Goſpel. Of a letter | 
to Dr. Randolph, upon account of his vindication 


of the Trinity, againſt the Eſſay upon Spirit, 


Of a ſerious and diſpaſſionate Enquiry, Sc. occa- 
ſioned by the Appeal; to whom Dr. Carter ſhould 
be added. I make no doubt, but that there are 
ſeveral other clergymen of the ſame ſentiments, | 
and ſome of very high ſtations in the church, 
Thoſe clergymen whom I call moderate Athana- | 
fans, you ſtile ſupinely indifferent: but ſurely, } 
men may entertain candid ſentiments of thoſe who | 
differ from themſelves, without a ſupine indiffe- 
Fence. 


You repreſent me as making the “ errors and 


corruptions of the eſtabliſhed faith, as glaring and 


manifeſt, as the corruptions and errors of the 


church of Rome.” Page 183. 


Anſ. My expreſs words are a direct anſwer to 
this glaring miſrepreſentation, namely, If is nd 
pretended that this latter, is as bad as.the former, 
that is, the worſhip of the Holy Spirit as God, 
and three Perſons and one God, is not ſo bad a 
the worſhip of Angels, Saints, and Virgin Mary. 
See Appeal, 2d edit. p. 123. 


You 
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You go on to obſerve, that - every attack that 
hach been made upon the eſtabliſhed faith, ſince 
the firſt revival of the controverſy, hath been fullys 
and completely anſwered, over and over again, 
with the cleareſt arguments drawn from Scripture 
and antiquity, And particularly, you recommend 
Dr. Waterland's ſeveral defences, of his queries 
upon the point, and eſpecially his eight ſermons.” 
Pages 183, 184. 

/inſ. You ſpeak fo poſitively upon this point, 
2s being accuſtomed to read on one ſide only, that 
Chriſtian people might naturally judge, that the 
unitarian cauſe was effectually b:Med and con- 
founded; and that the profeſſors of this doftrire 
had little or nothing to ſay, in anſwer to this cele- 
brated defender of the eſtabliſhed faith: whereas 
they ought to be informed, that every material 
article advanced by Dr. Waterland, has been ſo- 
Iidly anſwered by Dr. Clarke, Mr. Jackfon, Dr. 
Whitby, and Mr. Whifton. Beſides the books 
mentioned above, it is proper to add, Mr. Jack- 
ſon's reply to Dr. Waterland's defence of his 
queries, printed for Knapton, 1722.—Dr, Clarke's 
obſervations on Dr. Waterland's ſecond defence of 
us queries, printed for Knapton, 1724.—Mr. 
Whiſton's letter to the carl of Nottingham, with a 
reply to his Lordſhip's anſwer —His true origin 
of the Sabellian and Athanaſian dectrines of the 
Irinity, The two latter may be had of Mr. 
\\ hiſton, bookſeller, at Boy le's-head in Fleet- 
ſtreet. It evidently appears from theſe treatiſes, 
that Dr. Waterland's uſual pretences, as if the 
primitive fathers maintained the Athanaſian doc- 
trine, were ablolutely groundleſs. In a word, 
>cripture, reaſon, and primitive fathers, have 
deen carefully examined, and nicely diſcuſſed by 
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men of learning and piety ; and they all uniformly 
ſet forth this grand principle of natural and re- 
vealed religion, that there is one, and but one, 
ſupreme intelligent being, or perſon of all poſſible 
perfection ; one ſupreme Lord and Governor of 
the univerſe; the God and Father of our Lord 


| Jeſus Chriſt, as diſtinguiſhed from all other per- 


ions or beings; and from whoſe will and pleaſure, 
all beings derive their exiſtence, 
The caſe of Dr. Whitby, deſerves to be parti- 


cularly taken notice of, for the information of 


Chriſtian people. He was a very learned and pious 
man, who had eminently diſtinguiſhed himſelf by 
many valuable. writings in divinity, and particu- 
larly, a large commentary on the New Teſtament; 
in which, anckſome other treatiſes, he had labour- 
ed to eftabliſh the Athanaſian doctrine : and yet, 
in his old age, he thought fit to change his fenti- 
ments upon this important point, after he had im- 
partially examined the cauſe on both ſides ; and he 


thought himſelf obliged in conſcience to acknoy- 


ledge his former miſtakes, and to profeſs his con- 
viction of the unitarian doctrine openly to the 
world, which he has done in the moſt humble, 


pious, and Chriſtian manner. I beg leave to re. 


commend to our Chriſtian readers, Dr. Whitby“ 
laſt thoughts, printed for Knapton, 1728. 2d edit. 
Let it be obſerved, that though this great and 


good man lived to the age of eighty-eight years, | 
yet he retained his memcry and intellectual abilities 


to the laſt; fo that his change of ſentiments wa 
not owing to any failure in his underſtanding, but 
to an honeft conviction of mind, founded upon 
evidence. 


In the Appeal, there is an attempt to ſettle in? 


Mort compaſe, the point of ſubmiſſion of Chi 
| tian 
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tian people to their lawful governors. [See Appeal, 
2d edit. p. 125.] One would naturally judge, 
that a ſincere Chriſtian could have no poſlible ob- 
jection, to my plain account of this affair, which 
ſecures an higher regard to the authority of Chriſt, 
than to that of fallible men; and at the awe 


| time allows ſuch a ſubmiſſion to human authority, 


as is conſiſtent with our duty to Chriſt, the head 
of the church. 

You infer from hence, that the“ Appellant 
renders all explanations of the terms and condi- 
tions of falvation, amidſt an infinity of diſputes, 
unneceſſary from all miniſters, excepting himſelf, 
and men of his own ſtamp; and therefore if the 
paſtors had no right to offer any, namely, expla- 
nations, the people were under no obligation to re- 
ccive them when offered, For when he afterwards 
ſays, that the governors of the church, are to im- 
pole nothing upon Chriſtian people, but what they 
may perceive with their own underftandings, when 
properly inſtructed ; though he plainly acknow- 
edges a neceſſity of inftruction, yet he ſeems un- 
willing to ſuppoſe that it ſhould come from the 
clergy; as peers trom what he preſently adds, 
that the people have a right to be informed, in a 
matter plainly tending to create a ſuſpicion of the 

clergy; to Wit, thar the authority of councils, 
.convecations, biſhops, and pretbyters, is human; 
and conſeque -ntly, ought to be diſregarded, when 
lands in competition with the expreſs determi- 
nation | of Chriſt and his Apoſtles : plainly inti- 
mating, as it they had, all together, combined to 
pole upon, and miſlead the people i in this point, 
and therefore not to be confided in on any account 

whatſoever, It is evident then, that he evades the 
Principal matter of the queſtion, (namely, the 
B b 2 eſſential 
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eſſential points of duty) anſwering it in that part 


only which relates to matters of mere indifferency; 
while with regard to the eſſentials, tor the inſtruc. 
tion of the people, in which points our Saviour 
appointed peculiar teachers, he ſeems to inſinuate, 
that others are rather to be depended on ; whom, 
did he dare to ſpeak out, he would not leave you 
long to gueſs at. But how inconſiſtent again is he 
here with himſelf, in the beginning of his Appeal, 
when he perſuades Chriſtian people to think, that 
thev ſtand in need of no other aſſiſtance, but that 
of their own plain reaſon and common ſenſe,” 
Pages 184, 185. 

Arſ. When you infer, that my words imply all 
neceſlity of inſtruction uſeleſs, unleſs from perſons 
of my own ſtamp, I heartily pity that temper of 
mind from whence fuch want of Chriſtian charity 
proceeds. Theſe are my expreſs words: It is the 
duty of Chriſtian people, to eſteem their imme- 
diate paſtors very highly for their work's ſake, 
when they make it their buſineſs to inculcate the 
plain and fundamental points of Chriſt's religion, 


and the indiſpenſable neceſſity of an holy life; and 
above all, when they ſhew them by a conſcientious 


diſcharge of the miniſterial office, and the engag- 
ing force of good example, that they are more 
tollicirous for the ſpiritual good of the ſouls com- 
mitted to their charge, than tor their own temporal 
advantage. [See Appeal, 2d edit. p. 125.] It is 


my ſincere opinion, that there are great numbers of | 
miniſters, both in the church of England and a- 
mong our dillenting brethren, to whom this cha- 
rater may be juſtly applied; and therefore, your 
charge is abſolutely groundle's, as if I intended | 
to inſinuate, that none bur perſons of my ov 


ſtamp could properly inſtruct the people. Witt 
regard 


3731 
regard to the neceſſity of inſtruction, every rea- 
ſonable perſon muſt allow it. Neither is the right 
of private judgment in matters of religion, for 
which I have contended, inconſiſtent with the uſe- 
fulne(s of teachers. A good teacher may by his 
ſuperior kill, l-ad Chriſtian people to the right 
ſenſe of Scripture, and lay the evidence fo plainly 
before them, that they may clearly perceive it 
with their own underitandings ; in which caſe it is 
as much their own, as if they had diſcovered it 
by their own endeavours. But when the people 
embrace implicitly the opinions of their teacher, 
without ſeeing the evidence on which they are 
founded; when they receive his ſenſe of Scripture, 
without an examination, whether it conveys the 
true mind of the ſacred writers; the teacher is in 
effect to them the word of God; he is their 
maſter, and not Chriſt. A ſincere miniſter of 
Chriſt ſhould not be diſturbed, when Chriſtian 
people are taught to examine and compare all 
doctrines delivered by the greateſt authority upon 
earth, with the written word of God. TI cannot 
help judging that Chriſtian people have a right to 
be informed, that the authority of councils, con- 
vocations, biſhops and preſbyters, is human, and 
conſequently, ought to be dilregarded, when it 
ſtands in competition with the expreſs determina- 
tion of Chriſt and his Apoſtles. Can 'you deny 
this conſiſtently with the character of a ſincere 
Chriſtian? Would you ſet the authority of man 
above that of Chriſt? Or will you profe ſſedly 
maintain and ſpeak out, that it is the duty of 
people in all places, to depend implicitly upon 
the authority of the licenſed guidcs of their re- 
pective countries? If this be your meaning, I 
mult beg leave to tell you freely, that, though you 
Bb 3 profeſs 
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profeſs yourſelf a diſciple of Chriſt, you adopt 
the doctrine of another maſter. If Chriſtian 
people are obliged to ſubmit to the authority of 
councils and convocatio s, though it ſtands in 
competition with - the expreſs determination of 
Chrift and his Apoſtles: t then it neceſſarily follows, 
that it is th. duty of the people to be Papiſts in 
Fra:.ce, to be Mahomctans in Turkey, and to 
continue in the practice ot the molt ſtupid idolarr 
in all thole places, where it is eſtabliſhed by pub. 
lic authority: this is the neceſſary conſequence of | 
denying to the people ot England, the right of 
diſcegarding the authority of bithops and vreſby: 
ters, when it ſtands in competition with the ex- 
preſs determination of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, 
You dare not openly avow this neceſſary conſe- 
quence, as you protels yourſelf a {tacere Chriſtian: | 
but you ſeem uneaſy that I have made ſuch a 


_ Chriſtian declaration, for you ſay, that this has a 
) 
plain tendency to create a ſuſpicion of the clergy, | 


and looks as if they had all together combined to 
impoſe upon and miſlead tne people in this point, 
and therefore not to be confided in on any account 
whatſoever. 

Anſ. But how does it follow that, dect the 
Athanaſian doctrine and worſhip cannot bear the 
teſt of Scripture interpreted by common ſenſe, 
therefore the biſhops and clergy are not to be de- 
pended upon in any thing? The preſent biſhops 
and c:crgy had no hand in ſettl. ng theſe ane, 
and many of them, I am perf added, would be glad 
to get rid of this cotruptic n of Chriſtianity, if it 
could be done without any diſturbance. It is ob- 
ſervable that perſons of the greatcit eminence con- 
ſtantly preach up the undi iſputed principles of Chril- 


tianity, without inculcating the Athanaſian doc- 
tri e; | 


375 
teine, or worſhip. With reſpect to our firſt re- 
formers, (for whoſe memory I have expreſſed the 


| higheſt regard upon account of their brave demo- 
Hition of Popiſh tyranny) it may be obſerved with 


truth, that they did not examine to the bottom 
the ſubject of the preſent debate; they too readily 


took * granted what had been ſettled by councils 


and the later fathers. Certain it is, that we have 
as good a right to examine, and compare the de- 
crecs of our firſt reformers with the word of G d, 
as they had the decrees of the Pope of Rome; 
and we are juſtified by their example to proteſt 
againſt, and reject, all doctrines and religious 

-actices, not warranted by Scripture, which they 
themſelves have ſolemnly profeſſed to be the only 
rule of faith and practice. This right is the grand 
foundation, on which the church of England 1s 
built; neither can this be given up, without re- 
lapſing into the eſſent al principles of Popery, and 
placing our firſt reformers in the room of the 
Pope, whoſe enormous power and infallibility 
they op-nly and expreſsly diſclaimed, and at the 
ſame time claimed the ſame to themſelves, Upon 
ſoppoſition that their decrees mult be ſubmitted to, 
without conviction founded on evidence. Popery 
does not ſo much confiſt in any particular corrup- 
_ as in a power to impoſe decrees in religious 

natters, which muſt be implicitely obeyed, and 
not examined, whether they are agreeable to the 
W pa of God, or not. I am afraid there is a ſpice 

o Popery in the greater part of the ſects and par- 
ties, into which the Chriſtian church has been un- 
happily divided. 

When the profeſſed teachers of the Goſpel, can- 
not bear that their doctrines ſhould be examined 
by that very Goſpel, from whence all juſt autho- 
Bb 4 rity 
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rity in n matters is derived; this indeed 
has a plain tendency to create a ſuſpicion in the 
minds of diſintereſted perſons, that ſuch teachers 
are more ſollicitous ior ſomething elle, than the 
pure doctrine of Chriſt and his Apollles. The 
Apoſtles, who had no other intereſt to ſerve but 
truta and righteouſneſs, were fo far from being 
unealy, that their preaching ſhould be examined 
by the propheſies of the old teſtament, to which 
they appe.led in their debates with the Jews, that 
we find a noble character given of the Bereans, 
becauſe they ſearched the Scriptures, whether what 
the Apoſtles had preached, was true or not. Ads 
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In order to make the 13 of abſolute ſub- 
miſſion palatable to your Chriſtian read.rs, you tell 


them, that © in the primitive churches, where 


the ule of the original Scriptures was common to 
all, even then there aroſe various differences of 
opinion, concerning the fenſe of ſome of the 
piaineſt points; and for the ſettlement of which, 
trequent recourſe was had to the rulers and paſtors 
aſtembled ior that piirpole. Can it then be lup- 
poſed, that the bulk of mankind now, who only 


can have recourſe to tranſlations (and it is notori- 


ous, that the beſt tranſlations cannot always pre- 
ciſely and exactly convey the ſenſe of the original) 
are better qualified to perceive, and agree in, the 
ſenſe of any diſputed point, from thoſe tranlla- 
tions, than the primitive Chriſtians were, who 
had the originals in their hands, and underſtood 
them as well as we do Engliſh ? Who then are to 


be conſulted and depended on, but thoſe who have 
ma ſe it their buſinęſs and ſtudy carefully to ex- 


amine and compare both?“ Pages 185, 186. 
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Anſ. Certain it is, that men have been apt to en- 
tertain different ſentiments of religious matters at 
all times: even in the days ot the Apoſtles, 
Chriſtians were not of the ſame opinion in every 
thing. But notwithſtanding this, the main and 
eſſential points of Chriſtianity were ſo plainly de- 
livered at firſt, and afterwards committed to writ- 
ing for the benefit of ſucceeding ages, that no 
real believer in Chriſt can fail to embrace what is 
abſolutely neceſſary to ſalvation. Particularly as 
to faith, the profeſſion of it was uniform in the 
Catholic church for the firſt three hundred years : 
all the creeds during this period conveyed the ſame 
conſiſtent ſenſe, though the expreſſions are ſome- 
thing different. The creed of Irenæus, which is 
ſet down in the Appeal (2d edit. p. 117—119.) is 
an evidence of the faith of the whole Catholic 
church at that time, namely, the ſecond century. 

It muſt be owned, that the ſpirit of dominion 
in eccleſiaſtical matters, appeared even during the 


period of the firſt three hundred years. The 


biſnops began to ſettle and determine ſome things 


with too high an hand: not to take notice of ſeve- 
ral decrees relating to the diſcipline of the church, 
for which they had no certain warrant from Scrip— 
ture, it may be ſufficient to mention the caſe of 
Victor, biſhop of Rome, who pronounced a ſen- 
tence of excommunication againſt all the churches 
of Aſia, becauſe they were not willing to obſerve 
the time of Faſter, -at the ſame time with the 
church of Rome. This was an early inſtance of 
ecclefiaſtical power impoſing laws and decrees, 
without any authority from Chrift and his Apoſtles. 
Nothing appears in a ſtronger light through the 
New Teſtament, than the very little ſtreſs that is 
laid upon external forms and ceremonies, and the 

obſervation 
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obſervation of days: the Apoſtles are upon all o- 
caſions, taking off the minds of Chriſtians from 
things of ſo flight a nature, and fixitig them upon 
the important duties of piety, righteouſneſs, cha- 


rity, mutual forbearance, temperance and patience; 


Chriſtians ſhould always remember, that there is 
but one Jaw-giver appointed by almighty God, 
namely, Chriſt Jeſus. The determinations of the 
governors of the church even in the ſecond and 
third centuries, are not obligatory upon Chriſtians, 
unleſs they are warranted by the decrees of Chriſt 
and his Apeſtles. When law-making once began 
in the church, it never ſtopped till it produced the 
enormous claims of Popery; which demonſtrates 
the abſolute neceſſity, of reducing every thing re- 
lating to the Chriſt an religion, to the exprels de- 
termination of Chriſt and his Apoſtles. 

You infer the neceſſity of common Chriſtians 
having recourſe to thole who are ſkilled in the 
learned languag-s, becauſe tranſlations do not al- 
ways preciſcly convey the ſenſe of the original, 
It has been already obſerved, that our tranſlation 
is upon the whole to be depended upon, and that 
it conveys the true ſenſe of the original in all im- 
portant points: and where the tranſlation is faulty, 
and when any text, or texts, are of doubtful au- 
thority in the original, is it not the duty of the 
learned, to inform Chriſtian people of the very 
right of the caſe? For where is the uſe of their 
applying to the learned, which you ſay they ougiht 
to do, if the learned do not fairly and honeſtly 
acquaint them with the very truth ? I thought it 
my duty to give Chriſtian people the beſt informa- 
tion I was capable of, upon that important point! 
addreſſed an Appeal to their common ſenſe: and 
yet you inconſiſtentij blame my conduct, . 
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T have fairly ſet forth ſome things you wanted to 
conceal. In other terms, the people ought not to 
be ſet right, iu breaks in upon points ſettled and 
determined by public authority. I cannot help 
judging, that Chriſtian people have a right to be 
LS ned] in all caſes, wherein their faith and prac- 
tice are immediately concerned, 

With reſpect to your next paragraph, regarding 
my Appeal to the learned, ir has been ſufficiently 
conſidered in my anſwer to your preface. 

You go on to acquaint your Chriſtian readers, 
ce that they ſtand in need of the beſt helps: and 
what better can they have, than thoſe whom 
Chriſt hath appointed to work for their ſalvation, 


and to guice them into all faving truth, under the 


penalty of eternal miſery, if they wilfully, or 
through neglect, miſguide or deceive them. And 
in order to enable the people to diltinguiſh who 
thoſe pious men are, you refer them to a plain 
rule det livered by St. John; 1 John iv. 1, 2, 3. 
eloved, believe not every ſpirit; but try the ſpirits, 
herbs they are of God —— here'y know ye the 
his of God : eve; y ſpirit that confeſſeth not that 
Feſus Chriſt is come in the feſb, 75 not of God. But 
to confeſs that Jeſus Chriſt is come in the fleſh, is 
in other words to confeſs the whole Goſpel of this 
ſame Apoſtle ; wherein he clearly teaches that the 
pert ſon whom he here means 7 Jeſus Chriſt, In the 
beginning was the word, and the word was with God 
(the Father), and was God (the Son); that he, Joint- 
ly with the Father, created all things; is always) i in 
ine bolom of the Father, his only begotten Son, and 
one with the Father; that he was made fleſh ; that 
is, took perfect human nature upon him; and conſe- 
quently, acted and ſuffered, conſiſtently with the 
One, or other, of theſe two natures, as the occa- 
ſion, 


ann 


ſon, or circumſtances of our redemption required. 
The) y then, who contcls and tcach the {ame doc- 
trine which St. John taught, are thoſe whom the 
people ſhould Cove: 18 Pages 86, nh 

Anſ. T! at Chriſtian people want the beſt helps, 
I never Cenicd ; and have end ever to expreſs 
myſcli with all proper regard for miniſters of all 
denominations, who make it their buſineſs to in- 
ſtruct the people committed to their charge in the 
mai and eſſential points of Ch riſtianity. I be- 
tieve it may be affirmed. with na, that the 2ene- 


* AE ) is et ? T 
ral preaching ol | roteltant miniſters, is Chielly 
employed a 3 an e things 1 
which all Chriſtians are uniformiy agreed. 
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Id is Ober vai, 
fit to condemu me for a pre ing to the common 
zriſtian people; yct you are obliged 


hat thou: 20 you have t! hought 5 


p 
ſenſe of all C! pe 
to make the ſame Appeal yourſelf, by the exprels 
—— of St. John. For if 3 are te- 
quired, not 19 believe every ſpirit, but try the 2 
abet ber ther are of Ged; is not this an exho zation 
to Chriſtians, to exerciſe their judgment in reli 
gious Matters, Jell They ſnould be 1mMpolk -d Upon 
by ſpecious Pretence s* Does not this neceſſarily 
imply, that it is the eir rignt and duty to examine 
all doctrines by th word oi God, and to regulate 
their faith and Practice by wha they 85 eue 
with their own underſtandings, is agrecable to the 
revealed will of. the Almiet ity 2 "EX ras at 
leaſt have commended my method, though you 
differed from me in ſentiments. In the name of 
God, ler the caulc be tryed by the authority of St. 
John. He aſſures us, bat er ery tirit tat con- 
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And EVEry JPirit ihat cin elle ety not that Ten us Chr J; 
is come in the fe, is not of Ged. 1 John iv. 2, 3: 
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To which let the 15th verſe of the ſame chapter 
be added, and the 1ſt verſe of the following 
620% ; 7 0100 ſoever foal! confeſs that Jeſus is the gen 
0 'od, God + Well! *tD 1;1 Pim, and he 17 God. Ih- 
ever believeth that Feſus is the Cbriſt, is born of 
God. This i is the very doctrine I have laboured to 
eſt e bliſh, and therefore our Chriſt ian readers cannot 
condemn me as a falſe miniſter, when I contend 
for the plain doctrine of St. John himſelf. 
he's in order to explain the doctrine of St. John, 
ou quote the 1ſt, 3d, and 18th verſes, of the firſt 
chapger of his Goſp } 


* 
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el, and the 3cth verſe of the 

roth chapter. It has been al ready proved, that 
itle - God is given to Chriſt in an inferior 
le Vith re ſpect to the work of creation aſcrib- 
ed to Chriſt the form of the expreſſion neceſſarily 
mports, as I have ſhewn above, that he acted un- 
cer God the ſupreme creator. I would juſt ob- 
ſerve, that, when you profeſs to quote Scripture, 
en ſhould. not put your own comment in the 
room of it; the text ſays, that all things were 
made * or through him. Again, the cnly begotten 
which is in te brſem of the Father, he hath 

ared bi im, wy juſtly rendered, ich was 
„ie boſem ef th Enther. that is, was admitted 
into the councils 7 defigns of God relating to 
the ſalvation of man, as L have oblerved above : 
the word, efzvoys, is not in the text. In what ſenſe 
Chriſt is the only begotten Son of the Father, has 
wy diſtinctly explained; and likewiſe in what 
ſenſe he was one with the Father. Your notion 
too of Chriſt's human and divine nature, has been 
<icctuaily overthrown. I give my hearty aſſent 
o your exhortation, when you tell your Chriſtian 
*<UQeTS, that thoſe who teach the ſame coctrine 
nich St. John taught, are to be believed. I am 
well 
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well aſſured, that St. John never taught the Atha- 
naſian doctrine. It may be obſerved of St. John's 
Goſpel, that it furniſhes more, plainer, and ſtronger 
arguments, if poſſible, againſt the Athanaſian doc- 
trine, than any other ſingle portion of Holy Scrip- 
ture. The few expreſſions you have quoted, are 
very conſiſtent, when rationally interpreted, with 
the numerous and plain' declarations of our Lord 
himſelt; wherein he has in the moſt folemn man- 
ner, profeſſed himſelf a perſon /ext from God, 
given by God, taught by God, or his Father, 
ſanctiſied by the Father, commanded by God: he 
has likewiſe declared, that ke came down from 
heaven, not io do his own will, but the will of the 
Father which ſent bim; that of himſelf he can di 
nothing; that the Fathcr is the only true God, as 
diſtinguiſhed from Chriſt; that he aſcended to 
his God and Father, All which, and many other 
declarations in St. John's Goſpel, demonſtrate to 
common ſenſe the talſhood of the Athanaſian doc- 
trine. With reſpect to thoſe expreſſions you have 
quoted from St. John's Goſpel, any unprejudiced 
Chriſtian might naturally aſk, Whit is become ol 
three Perſons and one God? How can this doc- 
trine be extracted fron theſe expreſſions of St. 
John, which convey no ſuch notion either in ſenſe, 
or in ſound? The profeſſed deſign of your anſser 
is to ſhew, that this was the doctrine of Chriſt and 
his Apoſtles ; but you perpetually fail, when you 
are brought to the pinch of the queſtion, Again, 
it may be naturally aſked, how does it appear from 
any part of St. John's writings, that it is the duty 
of miniſters of Chriſt, to ſubſcribe an hundred 
and fiſty- eight propoſitions, of which the thirty- 
nine articles conſiſt? The plain, literal, and gram- 
matical ſenſe of many of theſe propoſitions is ab- 
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lolut:ly falſe, if we rake Scripture for our guide, 
and many others of them have little or no relation 
to the fundamental points of Chriſt's religion. In 
words you profeſs the doctrine of St. John; but 
when your ſenſe is aſcertained, you mean the doc- 
trine of party writers, who lived ſeveral hundred 
years after the days of the Apoſtles. I am atraid 
your real view is, to exclude thoſe perſons from 
the miniſterial office, who cannot digeſt all the 
propoſitions in the thirty-nine articles, upon ac- 
count of a ſtrict adherence to the doctrine of Chriſt 
and his Apoſtles. 

You exceed the bounds of Chriſtian charity, 
when you inſinuate that the Appeilant cannot bear 
the teſt of our Saviour's rule, ye hall know them by 
their fruits; that is, by their lives and actions. 
You profeſs not to know his lite and actions, and 
therefore you have no right to condemn him. 
The Appellant has expoſed himſelf to much odium 
upon account of his open profeſſion of the unita- 
rian doctrine, and has acted in direct oppoſition to 
worldly views: he profeſſes himſelf a ſincere lover 
of Chriſtian morals, and believes in earneſt that 
the habit of one vice is deſtructive of ſalvation; 
and therefore, the Appellant mult be a perſon of a 
ſtrange compoſition, it he lives in the practice of 
any vice condemned by the Goſpel, and thereby 
forfeits his intereſt in both worlds. When you tell 
your Chriftian read-rs, that the Appellant ſhould 
new his readineſs to ſeal his doctrine with his 
blood, as the Apoſtles and primitive Chriſtians 
did, he has reaſon to bleſs God, that he lives under 
the mild, juſt, and gracious government, of the 
'!|uftrious Family now upon the throne, who have 
always reſtrained the furious ſpirit of hell- born 
perſecution, and will not ſuffer the beaſt to rave. 
He 
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He thinks himſelf happy that he does not live in 
France, Spain, or Italy, But it is impoſſible in 
this land of liberty to ſhew any ſuch readineſs, 
and it does not become an humble Chriſtian to talk 
of laying down his lite, when he 1s not likely to be 
called to fo ſevere a trial. All Chriſtians, indeed, 
ſhould endeavour to be habicualiy prepqred in the 
temper of their minds, for the greateſt trials: but 
10ne can be judges of their ſincerity, but God and 
Chriſt, who know the hearts of men. 

You charge me with delivering new doctrines: 
in this you forget what you had fail a little before, 
when you told your Chriſtian readers, that my 
book contained, only ftalz (old) odjeffions dreſed 
up in a popular garb, Pages 183, 187. In truth, 


the doctrine delivered in the Appeal, is juſt as old 


as the Bible itſelf, it being the grand principle that 
runs throuzh the Old and New Teſtament, from 
the beginning to the end. 8 
You charge me with having “ repreſented the 
ſtate of. the Chriſtian church, in and after the time 
of Conſtantine, that any one might imagine, that 
the Arian-tenets were the true articles of faith, and 
thoſe of the deienders of the Nicene creed, the 
only innovations: that Athanaſius and his adhe- 
rents were tyrants and perſecutors, and that Ariws 
and his followers were the perſecuted ſufferers. 
When it is notorious, that the Arians were the 
perſecutors, and the Orthodox, when they had the 
power, only exerciſed ſome neceſſary cenſures tem- 
percd with mildaeſs and charity.” Pages 188. 
Auf. Let any unprejudiced perſon read what! 
have ſaid, and it will appear that I have not ſaid 
one iyllable of thoſę times but what is ſtrictly true. 
My account virtually condemns the peculiar ad- 
ditions of both parties. I have expreſsly con- 
| demnec 
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demned the perſecutions of the Orthodox and A- 
rians, it being a notorious matter of fact, that 
they were both perſecu.ors: only you will not al- 


low that the Orthodox perſecuted the Arians. 


When poor heretics are baniſhed, impriſoned, re- 
duced to beggary, or even put. to death, theſe 
things muſt be eſteemed only neceſſary cenſures. 
When I wrote, I really thought in the fimplicity 
of my heart, that ſuch terrible evils were inſtances 
of perſecution, whether inflicted by the Orthodox, 
or the Arians. But, it teems, a diſtinction muſt 


be made of which I was not aware: when the or- 


thodox diſtreſs heretics with the moſt terrible evils, 
in the ſpirit of charity for the good of their ſouls, 
the greateſt puniſhments in 1uch caſes, mult be 
deemed neceflary cenſures: but if the Orthodox 
ſuffer the very ſame evils from heretics, this is per- 
ſecution. It really grieves one to obſerve the pre- 
judices and partiality of mankind, when they are 
attached to favourite tenets; for the ſupport of 
which, they will not only give up the common 
principles of reaſon, but will likewile palliate, ex- 
cule, if not commend, thoſe very practices, of 
which they would loudly complain, if they them- 
ſelves were the ſufferers. A blind religious zeal 
carries poor mortals beyond the bounds of com- 
mon ſenſe, and hardens them againſt the common 
feelings of human nature. 

[a the next paragraph, the enormous power of 
tie church of Rome is attributed to the miſchiefs 
occalioned by the Arian hereſy. But, I think, 
| have given in the Appeal a more rational account 
(7 this grand apoſtacy, which certainly owed its 
birt1 and completion, to that impious principle, 
that it is the duty of church governors, and the 
i magiſtrate, to enforce religious doctrines by 

GO violent 
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violent methods, The firſt inſtance of this un- 
chriſtian practice, was the baniſhment of Arius 


and his adherents, by the authority of the Nicene 
fathers ſupported by Conſtantine, beeauſe they 


would not ſubſcribe the novel terms inſerted in 
the Nicene creed. From this time the Rate of the 
church grew worſe and worſe, till at laſt Popery 
was eſtabliſhed. If, as it is obſerved in the Ap- 
peal, the contending parties had been confined to 
the uſe of ſpiritual weapons, the moſt terrible evils 
might have been prevented, and the peace of 
Chiiſtian communities might have been ſecured up- 
on a laſting foundation, 

Again, you oblerve, that the fudden rife of 


Mahomeriſm in the Eaſt, was owing to the preva- | 


lence of Arianiſm in that part of the world. But, 
I believe, if we examine this affair with more at- 


tention and impartiality, we ſhall find that the Ma- 
hometan religion did not prevail, without an ex- 
traordinary permiffion from God ; and that it was | 
deſigned to puniſh the Chrifttan world for their | 
groſs corruptions in doctrines and practice, and 


for the violent methods by which they were eftab- 


hſhed. The unity of God, the grand principle 
of all true religion, was corrupted in the viſible 
church of Chriſt; a ſuperſtitious veneration of te- 
liques, and invocation of faints, immediately fol. 
lowed this corruption, which was introduced by 


lying wonders. It does not become us to be too 


curious about the ways of providence : but certain 


it is, that the Mahometan religion is a much bet- 
ter ſtate of things, than that ſtupid idolatry which 
prevailed in Arabia before Mahomet's time: this 
religion may prove a happy circumſtance, in pas” 
ing the way to the converſion of thole extenlive 
countries to the Chriſtian faith, when the Arhans 
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fan Trinity ſhall be removed from the chutches of 
Chriſt. This groſs corruption of the Chriſtian 
religion, as I preſume to call it upon the moſt 
ſincere and impartial review, is one grand obſtacle 
to the converſion of Mahometans and Jews. 

We are both agreed in ſneaking honourably of 
the Revolution, and the illuſtrious family ſettled 
upon the throne: only you ſeem to think, that 
Chriſtian liberty was as well un erſtood before the 
Revolution, as it has been ſince. But in this I 
differ, becauſe it is certain, that Chriſtian liberty 
was not uniformly practiſed before that happy 
period. Cranmer himſelf, one of our firſt re- 
formers, and a very excellent perſon in other re- 
ſects, got ſome p rſon burned for reputed hereſy. 
There were many ſcvere and cruel proceedings in 
the reigns of queen Elizabeth, James's, Charles's, 
againſt diſſenters and reputed heretics. On the 
other hand, the difſenters themſelves, when 
they had got power in their hands, during the 
troubleſome times, and Ol:ver's uſurpation, exer- 
ciſed great ſeverities againſt churchmea and heretics. 
The duty of Chriſtian toleration was not practiſe 
by the governing party. It is high time that the 
ſpirit of pe rſecuton ſliould be baniſhed from all 
Chriſtian countries, and that mutual forbearance, 
love and Charity, ſhould prevail amidſt our greateſt 
differences in religious matters. 

Your notion of chriſtian liberty ſeems to be, 
tae ſecurity the Athanaſian doctrine has received 

from act of parliament both before and ſince the 
revolution; and you call my Appeal and other 
treatiſcs of the fame kind, attacks upon chriftian 
liberty. p. 189. 

Arſ. When diſputants cannot agree about the 
preciſs meaning of words, it is neceſſary they 

C c 2 ſhould 
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ſwuld be explained. My notion of religious fi- 
berty is this: all rational crea ures have a right to 
judge for themſelves in religious matters, and like- 
wile to profels their ſentiments and practiſe ac- 
cordingly, without any reſtraint from the greœateſt 
power upon earth. Civil governors have no right 
to injure, diſtreſs, or inflict penalties upon any 
perſons, becaule they contradict human laws, with 
regard to opinions or practices merely religious, 
Ia this ſenſe I have earneſtly contended for chriſti- 
an liberty. But I am afraid you ſhew a diſpoſi- 
tion to tranſgreſs the bounds of chriſtian liberty, 


when you expreſs your inclination, ** that the gra- 


cious and royal defender of the eſtabliſhed faich 
would not ſuffer it to be diſturbed by old objec- 
tions, already ſo ſtrongly and clearly refuted, 
when theſe very points were ſome years ago dil- 


culled by the ableſt men of both ſides of the quel- 
tion; in order, doubtleſs, that thereby the fulleſt 


ght may be thrown on the pr. vailing ſide, The 
event hath eminently favoured the prelcnt eſta- 


| bliſhed faith.“ p. 189, 190. 


A-:f. In your title page you call yourſelf a fin- 
cere Chriſtian; and in your addreſs to your chriſ- 
tian readers you aſſure them, that the Appellant's 
arguments ſhall be carefully examined for their in- 
ſtruction and information : and yet notwithſtand- 
ing theſe profeſſions, you ſeem to depend chieliy 
upon the civil magiſtrate for the ſupport of your 


cauſe, and ſhew too plain a diſpoſition to get uni- 


tarian profeſſors puniſhed with fines and impriſon- 
ments, according to act of parliament ; a method 
of conviction, about which the Goſpel is filent, 
wherein the amiable method of reaſun and argu— 
ment, attended with peace and charity, is con- 
ſtantly recommended. Lou betray the . 
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of your cauſe, when you call in the aid of exter- 
nal force and worldly intereſt; by which the vileſt 
ſuperſtition, the moſt abſurd d ctrines, and impi- 
ous idolatry, have been ſupported in almoſt all 
ages and countries; and by which right notions of 
the one ſupreme God have been kent from the un- 
derſtandings of the generality of men; fo that 
they have not had a fair opportunity of knowing 
th: Almighty Creator, in whom (or, through 
whom) we live, move, and have our being. 
Dreadful and aſtoniſhing ! eſp=cia'ly if it be con- 
ſidered, hat the God of nature ſhines fo ſtrongly 
before our eyes, that even children are capable of 
forming rational ſentiments of this glorious Being, 
when properly inſtructed, and the evidence is fairly 
laid before them. But be aſſured, that our graci- 
ous ſovereign who is the father of his people, and 
has a very tender regard for their civil and religi- 
0us libert es, will never be prevailed upon by p r- 
ſecuting bigors to employ the ſecular arm to 
ſu>prets the exerciſe of the facred rights of con- 
ſcience, 

It is readily granted that the ſubject of the pre- 
ſent debate was diſcuſſed on both ſides ſome years 
ago by able and learned men: from whence you 
argue that the eſtabliſhed faith muſt be right, be- 
cauſe the Athanaſian forms are ſtill kept up, not- 
withſtanding thoſe debates. The very lame argu- 
ment directly proves, that the plain and literal 
ienſe of the gth, 13th and 17th articles, accord- 
129 to the known intent of the compilers, is true 
doctrine, though it be an undoubted fact, that the 
Criginal ſenſe of theſe articles has been given up 
01g ago by all rational divines. Dr. Barrow and 
many other proteſtant writers, have proved with 
demonſtrative evidence, that the ſupremacy of the 
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pope of Rome is an abſurd and impious pretenſe ; 
and yet notwithſtanding the force of the ttrongeſ 
arguments, the ſupremacy of the pope of Rome 
ſtill co tinues: from whence you might argue, 
that it is certainly right and well founded; the 
event hath eminently and conſpicuouſly favoured the 
eſtabliſhed ſupremacy of the pope of Kome; 

I tully agree with you, that we enjoy extraordi- 
nary bleſſings under the preſent government; and 
I am afraid we have not made ſuitable returns, by 
a ſtrict regard to the laws of Chriſt's religion, 
There are at this time great complaints of infide- 
lity, ſcepticiſm, irreligion, vice and wickedneſs, 
as if they abounded more, and were arrived to an 
higher pitch than in former ages. If this be a 
true repreſentation of the times, the cauſes of ſuch 
great and ſpreading evils ſhould be narrowly ex- 
amined, and proper remedies applied. It is to 
be feared, that the clergy, as well as laity, have 
contributed their part to theſe growing corruptions. 
When the profeſſed preachers of Chriſt's religion 
ſeem determined to ſupport doctrines and religious 
practices, without any warrant from Scripture, 
and for which they can ſcarce plead with even plau- 
fible colours; this has a natural tendency to pre- 
judice many perſons viciouſly inclined againſt the 
Goſpel itſelf, as if the whole had no better foun- 
dation than thoſe corrupt errors, which are re- 
tained, though known to be ſuch. Bur I referto 
an honeſt and chriſtian pamphlet, entit ed, Serious 
and Free Thoughts on the preſent State of the 


Church, &c. addreſſed to a Biſhop. Printed for 


Waugh and Fenner, at the Turk's Head, Lom- 
bard-ltreet, 1755, where this point is judicioully 


conſidered. I, am under terrible apprehenſions, 


that the Cate of religion in the church of Eng- 
land; 
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land, will grow worſe and worſe, if the gover- 
nors of it employ no endeavours to begin and ac- 
compliſh a more perfect reformation, by reducing 
our creeds, articles and forms of worſhip to the 
tandard of Scripture, on which foundation the 
church was built, and on which alone it can ſtand 
ſecure. 

| thought it my duty, after having explained 
the nature of chriſtian hberty, to conclude with an 
e.rnc{t exhortation to the practice of all chriſtian 
virtues, in order to prevent any poſſible miſcon- 
ſtruction, as if I had meant to amuſe common 
chriſtians with mere ſpeculations, without any re- 
gard to chriſtian morals, which, I believe, is the 
grand end and deſign of the Goſpel of Chriſt: 
my view likewiſe was to guard againſt any notions 
of liberty tending to licentiouſneſs, in imitation of 
the glorious example of St. Paul. Buty deems, 
my exhortations Joſe their weight, becauſe the in- 
finite value of the ſacrifice offered by à divine Re- 
deemer is omitted. Let it be obſerved, that our 
Lord's own divine fermon on the Mount, and the 
very language of the holy apoſtles, make a part 
of my exhortations z whoſe authority I eſteem of 
greater weight, than that of all the creed makers, 
and ſyſtem inventers, and ſupporters, in ancient or 
modern times. 

You refer to the theological opinion, that God's 
infinite Juſtice requires an infinite ſatisfaction ; 
which infinite ſatistaction “ muſt greatly enhance 
che heinouſneſs of our ſins, which, we find, could 
not be atoned for at a leſs price. But when we 
are told that the value of our ranſom is infinitely 
over-rated, the ſenſe of the enormity of our fins 
muſt be proportionably leſſened ; and therefore the 
ralue af the motive, upon which the Appellant re- 
CT 4 commends 
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commends the practice of true chriſtian piety, is 
greatly leſſened.“ p. 190. 

Anſ. The misfortune is, the notion of the ne- 
ceſſity of God's infinite Juſtice demanding an infi. 
nite ſatisfaction, when man had diſobeyed the 
laws of his Maker, has no foundation in Scripture, 
and is inconſiſtent with the principles of reaſon. 
As to reaſon, let this familiar inſtance be ſufficient. 


Let it be ſuppoſed, that I owe a creditor a ſum of 


money, which J am not able to diſcharge ; the 
creditor inſiſts upon full and exact payment, and 
thinks himſelf obliged to execute the ſeverity of 
the law, unleſs he receives his ful! demand:! 
have a generous friend, who pays the creditor his 
full demand: the queſtion is, to whom I am 
obliged ? the anſwer 1s plain, my generous friend 
is the perſon, to whom | am under obligations for 
his diſintereſted kindneſs. The creditor, who would 
remit not ing, and is fully diſcharged, can ap- 
pear to me in no other light than a perſon, who 
is ſtrictly rigorous in his demands, but ſhews no 
mercy or compaſſion in the caſe; neither are there 
any acknowleogments due to him upon this ac- 
count. In like manner, God Almighty is ſup— 
poſed to be a Being of infinite juſtice; his creature 
man has by wilful inning contracted a debt, which 
he 1s unable to diſcharge, as neceſſarily requiring 
an infinite ſatisfaction: Chriſt, a perſon of an 1n- 
finite nature, undertakes the buſineſs, and fully 
diſcharges the debt for all ſinners z and conſequent- 
ly, ſinners are more obliged to Chriſt than to God 
the Father. Again, this account repreſents Chriſt 
as a perion of greater goodneſs than the one God 
and Father of ail, who, as creditor, is fully paid, 
and Chriſt, our generous friend, has freely dil- 


charged the debt to the utmoſt farthing. But 
this 
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this do A rine is expreſsly contrary to the whole 
{train of the ſacred writings, which deſcribe the 
ſupreme Father as a Being of mercy and goodneſs 
as well as Juſtice 3 and, particularly, our Lord him- 
ſelf has repreſented him as good beyond all com- 

ariſon. The New Teſtament conſtantly ſets forth 
the love of God as the grand ſource, from whence 
our redemption by Chriſt is derived: the whole 
af air is entirely owing to the free grace and favour 
of the one ſupreme God and Father of all, who 
cracioufly thought fit to appoint the mediation of 

ariſe as the means, whereby we enjoy the glori- 
dus privileges of the Goſpel-covenant. There is 
nothing ſaid in the word of God about God's in- 
finite juſt ce requiring an infinite ſatis faction, 
rhich abſolutely deftruys the moral character of 
our heavenly Father. If God's juſtice be of ſuch 
a nature as to require an adequate payment, what 
1s become of his mercy and goodneſs? there can 
be no room for the exerciſe of theſe amiable per- 
fections, which are the greateſt glory of God him- 
elt. Beſides, ift Chriſt has fully paid the debt of 
all wiltul ſinners, there is little left for the ſinners 
themſelves to do: has not this notion a direct ten- 
dency to take off the minds of chriſtians from a 
proper attention to ſtrict piety and virtue, and to 
induce them to rely entirely on the merits of their 
Saviour, without having any merit of their own? 
and has not this doctrine actually produced this 
bad efiect in numbers of chriſtian people? 

On the other hand, what has been ſaid in the 
Appeal to leſſen the true nature of wilful ſin? my 
exhortations neceſſarily imply and directly ſet forth, 
that wilful fin under the light of the Goſpel, E 
attended with heinous aggravations, as it is com- 
mitted againſt the exprels authority of God re- 

vealed 
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the pie. exiſtence of Chriſt before his miraculous birth of the | 


i 1394.0 
vealed to us by Chriſt. I have expreſſed myſelf 
very ſtrongly againſt all wickednels in general, | f 
and againſt every vice in particular, as being in- 


conſiſtent with the character of a chriſtian. The a 
charge of leſſening the motive upon which m 
exhortations are founded, mult fall upon the ſa- el 
cred writers, who have not ſaid one word about 2 t 
facrifice of an inynite value. | Fg 
I would add, that the value of Chriſt's ſacrifice hy 
does not depend upon the opinions of men, but 5. 
upon the expreſs will of the Almighty. As! in 
have plainly ſhewn from Scripture, that Chriſt is 
a perſon inferior to the one ſupreme God, but ex. . 
alted above all other beings, I have not leſſened m. 
the value of our ranſom, but have repreſented i t 
according to its real and intrinſic worth, ſettled by co 
God himſelf, But it is obfervable, that your da 
ſcheme, when ſtrictly examined, does not convey of 
ſo high a notion of Chriit's ſacrifice, as that of MW © 
the Euſebian * unitarians : you repreſent Chrit n 
conſidered in his highe't capacity as ſufering no- th; 
thing; it was his human nature, a mere man, ac- to 
cording to your account, that really performed kit 


the work of out redemption : whereas the Euſe— 
bian unitarians, who aſcribe the ſufferings and hu- 
miliation to the perſon of Chriſt, through whom 
God created all things, entertain a grander notion 
of the value of the ſacrifice offered by our Re- 
deemer, than the reputed ortao.'ox who ſay, that | 
the man only ſuffered, whilſt the divine nature 

continued incapable of any fort of ſufferings. It 
was an amazing inſtance of humiliation, that lo 


* As contradiſtinguiſhed from thoſe unitarians, who deny 


Virgin Mary. 


olo- 
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ſorious a being as the firſt · born of every creature, 
ſhould condeſcend ſo far as to take our nature 
upon him, and to lay down his life for ſinful mor- 
tals. 

With reſpect to the puniſhments threatened in 
the New Teſtament, I have expreſsly declared, 
that all wiiful ſinners, whilſt they continue ſuch, 
are cut off from all hopes of the happineſs of 
heaven, and conlequently are liable to thoſe dread- 
ful and amazing torments, ſo plainly threatened 
in the Goſpel of Chriſt. 

It is owned, that many learned and pious men 
have given up the ablolute eternity of hell tor- 

zents: but I know none who have maintained, 
that © angels of light are ſtill in danger of be- 
coming angels of "darkneſs, and that angels of 
darkncls have a fair chance of becoming angels 
ot light,” as you repreſent it. Again, you ſhew 
too plain an inclination to miſrepreſent perſons 
who dier from you, when you obſerve “that 
the lure of a temporary hel] has been thrown out 
to catch at proſclytes amongſt the vileſt of man- 


kind. My Pe. | \ . 


Anſ. On the other hand, J am perſuaded, that 
the true motives of thoſe learned writers in giving 
up the abſolute eternity of hell torments, were 
crawn from a ſtrict regard to the moral charac- 
ter of our heavenly Father, and the honour of 
Chrilt's religion; becauſe they thought this doc- 
time inconfiltent with the juſtice, mercy, and 
goodneſs of God, which continue for ever; and 


+ HP. becaule they believed, that a co·· eternity 


of the torments of hell with God himſelf, con- 
tained a ſtrong objection againſt the truth of: chriſ- 
. which has been ſuppoſed to teach it; and 
taercfore they have interpreted the terms eternal 


and 
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and everlaſting in a limited ſenſe, of which they 


are certainly ca able. But it ought to be ob- 
ſerved, that theſe learned writers have contended 
for ſuch a portion of ſufferings in the future world, 


and ſuch a duration of them, as is fully ſufficient 


to anſwer all the purpoſes of a religious life, and 
to convert ſinners from vice and wickedneſs, The 
whole controverſy relating to this important queſ- 
tion, may be reduced to a narrow compaſs: either 
the abſolute eternity of hell torments is conſiſtent 
wich the mercy and juſtice of the benevolent Fa- 
ther of all rational creatures, or it is not: if it 
be conſiſtent, there is no harm in taking the Scrip- 
ture expreſſions in the higheſt and moſt unlimited 
ſenſe: but on the other hand, if the puniſhment 
of wilful ſinners in everlaſting fire, for millions 
an millions of ages, be abſolutely inconſiſtent with 
all the rational ſentiments we can form of our gra- 
cious and good Creator; then the Scripture ex- 
preſſions, in which the puniſhment of the damned 


is ſet forth, muſt be interpreted in a lower ſenſe, | 


ſo as to denote a laſt ng duration, it being well 
known, that the terms, eternal and everlaſting, ve- 
ry often ſignify in Scripture a imited duration. It 
may be juſtly obſerved, that thoſe har ened ſinners 
who will not be influenced to reform their lives by 
a view of dreadful torments for feveral hundred, 
or a thouſand years, wou'd not be worked upon by 
an eternity of them in view: if men act vpe n the 
ſober principles of reaſon, the fo mer will be ſuff— 
cient; if they do not, the latter will be dilre- 
garded. 

Your concluſion is this: * How far then Chris 
tian piety would be promoted by the Appellant's 
intended reformation of our faith, may be eaſily 
imagined. But you, my fellow Chriſtians, art 

not 
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not, 1 hope, to be thus amuſed. The plain de- 
clar.itions of Scripture, and the direct conſequen- 
tial doctrines from them, taithfully pointed out to 
you by thoſe whom Chrilt hath appointed your 
teachers and guides, will ſufficiently engage you 
to preſerve that faith whole and entire, upon which 
our Lord and Maſter hath built his church : and 
your Chriſtian charity will lead you with me to 
pray for the enlightening of your Appellant's 
mind, and the minds of all thoſe who with him 
are in error and deluſion ; that they may clearly 
ſe the things which belong to their peace, and un- 
derſtand and confeſs, that great is the myſtery of 
godlineſs; God was maniteſied in the fleſh, juſti- 
fed in the Spirit, feen of Angels, preached unto 
the Gentiles, believed on in the world, and re- 
ceived up into glory. Now unto him who is able 
to keep you from falling, and to preſent you fault- 
lels before the preſence of his glory with exceed- 
ing joy, to the only wiſe God our Saviour, be 
glory and majeſty, dominion and power, both 
now and ever. Amen.“ 

Anſ. That the church of England wants a re- 
formation in ſeveral reſpects, has been clearly and 
unanſwerably ſhewn by the worthy and Chriſtian 
authors of Free and Candid Diſquiſitions, Cc. 
printed for Millar, Surely, if our articles and 
lorms of worſhip, were reduced to the ſtandard of 
Scripture, it would be attended with bleſſed effects. 
Rational forms of devotion, founded upon the 
expreſs authority of Scripture, mult be better cal- 
culated to promote ſincere piety, and to ſecure the 
favour of the Almighty, than a worſhip offered up 
to an object without any warrant from Scripture, 
or to God under a falſe character, without the 
 kaſt colour of evidence from his holy word. Im 
aith 
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faith once delivered to the ſaints in plainneſs and 
ſimplicity, when ſincerely embraced and profeſſed, 
is more likely to influence our lives and actions, 
than the profeſſion of our faith in dark and contra- 
dictory expreſſions, never heard of in the days of 
the Apolties, and of which the learned cannot 
give a ſatisfaftory account, and the unlearned have 
no more notion, than if the whole had been ex- 
preſſed in Greek or Latin. 

I have not amuſed my fellow-chriſtians with 
vain imaginations, but have faithfully delivered to 
them an account of the primitive and apoſtolical 
faith, and likewiſe the evidence on which it is 
founded. I have laid before Chriſtian people plain 
declarations of Scripture, interpreted by common 
fenſe. You do well to add to plain declarations of 
Scripture, direct conſequential doctrines; only J 
would rather call them, remote conſequential doc- 
trines. Be pleaſed to conſider, that the faith re- 
quired of us as neceſſary to ſalvation, cannot de- 
pend upon conſequential arguings: as it was de- 
ſigned for the poor, mean and unlearned, as well 
as the wile and learned, it mult undoubtedly be 
expreſſed in plain and familiar language, adapted 
to the capacities of all. The fame conſequential 
arguings, which are brought to prove the Athana- 
ſian Trinity, will equally prove Angels, Moſes, 
and the Apoſtles to be conſubſtantial with God ; 
which demonſtrates the abſurdity of ſuch conle- 


quentiai arguings, as I have ſhewn in ſeveral in- 


ftances. But then, theſe conſequential doctrines are 
pointed out by thoſe whom Chriſt hath appointed tht 
guides and teachers of his people, and therefore, 
Chriſtian people may ſecurely depend upon tie 
faich which they have received from their teachers. 
Here you are got again to implicit faith, and an 


abſolut⸗ 
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abſolute obedience to church authority in matters 
of faith: whereas a few pages before, you quoted 
an exhortation of St. John, which neceſſarily im- 
plies a right in Chriſtian people to examine all doc- 
trines by the word of God, and to determine for 
themſelves whether they are agreeable to it, or not. 
it is very remarkable, that St. Paul and the reſt of 
the Ape ſtles, though they were inſpired with the 
Spirit of God, never claimed to themſelves a power 
of delivering any doctrine without a commiſſion 
from Chriſt z they fairly difclaimed all authority 
to add to, or take away from, the faith once de- 
livered to the ſaints : and conſequently, it mutt be 
the higheft preſumption for the great-{t mortals, 
who profeſs tnemſclves miniſters of Chritt, to im- 
pole new articles of faith upon the conſciences of 
Chriſtians, under the tremendous penalty of dam- 
nation; which is the very caſe of the author, and 
ſupporters, of the Athanaſian creed. Surely, you 
cannot maintain in good carneſt, that this creed 
contains the faith whole and entire, upon which 
Chriſt hath built his church; when you yourſelf 
have acknowledged, that e very expreſs words of 
S:ripture are, perhaps, u te be found in that creed ; 
(p. 2.) from which conceſſion it neceſſarily follows, 
that no Chriftians are obliged to expreſs their faith 
in ſuch unſcriptural propoſitions ; fo that the Atha- 
naſian creed is at leaft unneceſſary for Chriftian 
people, according to your account; and accord- 
ing to mine, it is a groſs impoſition upon their 
conſciences: and therefore, let us amicably agree, 
to baniſh the uſe of it from the public tervice of 
a.mighty God. 

Be pleaſed to inform your Chriſtian readers in 
what part of the New Teſtament it is written, 
tat Chriſtian paſtors and miniſters are required to 

give 
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give it under their hands, that almighty Gad is 2 
Being, conſiſting of three co- equal perſons ; that 
this conlubltintial Being has determined to inflict 
eternal torments upon his creatures, upon ace unt 
of a corruption of nature derived from Adam; 
that he ha h ſelected in an arbitrary manner, a par- 
ticular number for ſalvatioff, and conlequently, 
hath left all the reſt in a ſtate of reprobation. 
Theſe are ſome of the doctrines evidently ſet forth 
in the thirty-nine articles, according to the plain, 
literal, and grammatical ſenſe; which are fo ab- 
ſolutely incredible and infinitely contrary to the 
principles of reaſon and revelation, that even the 


authority of an Angel from heaven would not be 


tufficient to eſtabliſh the belief of them in the 
minds of rational perſons. If Chriſtianity really 
exiſted in the New Teſtament, as repreſented in 
the hundred and fifty- eight propoſitions of the thir- 
ty-nine articles, it would be an unanſwerable ar- 


gument, that it never came from the God of. 


Truth. But the caſe is far otherwiſe; true genuine 
Chriſtianity, as it was left by Chriſt and his A- 
poſtles, is a glorious and rational plan, worthy of 
the one God and Father of all, from whom it was 
originally derived, and fit to be embraced by all 
ſincere lovers & truth and virtue. It is an amaz- 
ing inſtance of the infatuation of learned men, 


to employ their power and abilities in defending 


and palliating groſs abſurdities, or at leaſt in ſup— 
porting corrupt error, which eclipſe the glory of 
Chriſt's religion, and have a natural tendency to 
promote ſcepticiſm and infidelity, But to return: 
it is likewiſe your buſineſs to point out to your 
Chriſtian readers, ſome plain paſlages in the New 
Teſtament, wherein it is declared, that they are 
under no obligations to regard any teachers, 35 
| M1127! 
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miniters of Chriſt, but thoſe who have ſubſcribed, 
or are ready to ſubſcribe, all the propoſitions in 
the thirty-nine articles, A fincere Chriltian, who 
ſpeaks cxprefsly of Chriſt's appointment of teach- 
ers, is juſtly called upon to produce the eſſential 
qualifications of theſe teachers from Chriſt him- 
ſelt. In words you proteis Chriſt as the head of 
the church, who hath appointed guides and teach- 
ers; but in reality you mean the authority of the 
civil magiſtrate, who hath eſtabliſhed by the act of 
uniformity, the terms and conditions required of 
legal miniſters z which, unleis complied with, ne- 
ceſſarily exclude from the pub ic miniſtry the moſt 
worthy and faithful perſons, and who have all the 
qualifications preſcribed in the Scripture canon. 
But it is my duty to acknowledge your Chriſtian 
charity, when you ſpeak of praying tor the en- 
lightening of the Appellant's mind, and the minds 
of all thoſe, who with him are in error and delu— 
fion. In return for your Chriſtian charity, I 
ſolemnly protcſs that, if you had overthrown the 
Appea] by a rational interpretation of Scripture, 
I ſhould have tho:igh: myſelf ovliged fairly and 
openly to have acknowledged it: the ſucceſs of 
your prayers would have appeared by a public re- 
traction of the Appellant. But upon the molt 
ſincere and impartial review ot this important ſub- 
jet, I am deeply convinced, that I am engaged 
in the cauſe of God and truth. On the other 
hand, I hope your Chriſtian charity will allow me 
to pray in ſincerity, that all groſs errors. and Cor- 
ruptions may be removed trom this Proteſtant 
church; that our governors, paſtors and people, 
may heartily unite their endeavours, to begin and 
accompliſh a more perfect reformation, in order 
to promote the cauſe of pure and genuine Chriſ- 
D d tianity 
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tianity through the world; and that all the king- 
doms of the earth may become the kingdoms of 
our Lord, and of his Chriſt, Amen and Amen. 

You conclude with two texts, of which I have 
given ſome account above for the ule of common 
Chriſtians. Admitting that the word, God, was 
wrote by the Apolile, it muſt be interpreted in the 
ſenſe of a divine perfon, inferior to the one ſupreme 
God, agreeably to the expreſs doctrine of St. 
John. But the great Sir Iſaac Newton, has made 
it at leaſt highly probable, as obſerved above, that 
the word, God, was not originally in the text, but 
which, Again, with regard to the laſt text you have 
quoted, your view was to inſinuate, that Chriſt is 
ſtiled God our Saviour : whereas it has been proved 
above, that Chriſt is never ſtiled God our Saviour, 
it being peculiar to the Father, who is expreſsly 
diſtinguiſhed from Chriſt our Saviour; ſo that this 
is a ſolemn doxology to the one ſupreme God, 
But as your zeal is ſo very great, for the notion of 
a conſubſtantial Trinity, and you even pray for the 
converſion of others to. the ſame faith, you ſhould 
have concluded with ſome plain declarations of 
Scripture, ſetting. forth, or implying, a conſub- 
ſtantial Trinity, or with a prayer, or doxoloy, 
directed to Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, three 


Perſons and one God, according to ſome Scrip- 


ture form. This would have been more for your 
purpoſe, than all the far- fetched deductions, and 
conſequential arguings, that the moſt ingenious 
divines are capable of inventing : and this would 
have had more weight with ſincere and pious 
Chriſtians, than the opinions of the moſt learned 
mea in the univerſe. But you cannot expreſs your 
doctrine in Scripture language : all the paſſages, 
where the character of God is mentioned, loudly 
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proteſt againſt the Athanaſian Trinity; and all the 
forms of worſhip ſet down in the New Teſtament, 
demonſtrate even to eye-ſight the falſhood of the 
Athanaſian worſhip. 

On the other hand, the faith and worſhip, for 
which I have contended, appear in the beautiful 
and majeſtic ſimplicity of Scripture language: 
there is one Spirit, one Lord, one God and Father 
of all, What ſoever ye do in word or deed, do 
all in the name of the Lord Jeſus, giving thanks 
to God and the Father by him. —— To God only 
wife, be glory through Jeſus Chriſt.— The four 
and twenty Elders fall down before him that ſat on 
the throne, and worſhip him that liverh for ever and 
ever, and caſt their crowns before the throne, ſaying, 
Thou art worthy, O Lord, to receive glory, and 
honour, and power: for thou haſt created all 
things, and for thy pleaſure they are and were 
created. And they ſung a new ſong, ſaying, 
Thou art worthy to take the book, and to open 
the ſeals thereof: for thou waſt ſlain, and haſt re- 
ceemed us to God by thy blood out of every 
kindred, and tongue, and people, and nation 
and haſt made us unto our God, kings and prieſts, 
and we ſhall reign on the earth. And I heard the 
voice of many Angels round about the throne, 
and the Beaſts and the Elders: and the number ot 
them was ten thouſand times ten thouſand, and 
thouſands of thouſands; ſaying with a loud voice, 
Worthy is the Lamb that was ſlain to receive power, 
and riches, and wiſdom, and ſtrength, and honour, 
and glory, and bleſſing. And every creature which 
is in heaven, and on the earth, and under the 
earth, and ſuch as are in the ſea, and all that are 
in them, heard I ſaying, Bleſſing, honour, glory, 
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and power, be unto him that ſitteth upon the 
throne, and unto the Lamb for ever and ever, 
And the four Beaſts ſaid, Amen. And the four 
and twenty Elders fell down, and worſhipped him 
that liveth for ever and ever. This was the 
faith and worſhip of the primitive Chriſtians, 
ſettled by the expreſs authority of God. 

Thus I have gone through every material article 
you have advanced upon this important ſubje&: 
but how far it carries weight and conviction with 


it, muſt be left to the deciſion of our readers, 


I wiſh you all happineſs here and hereafter, 


And am, | 
SIR, 
Tur fincere Friend, 


and Servant. 
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F writing books of controverſy there is no 

end: it is high time that this long contro- 
verted point ſhould be at laſt fully ſertled, and 
brought, if poſſible, to a final period. In nr 
to contribute my mite to this bleſſed work, I will 
make ſome general obſervations upon the ſtate of 
the Trinitarian controverſy ; and then I will pro- 
pound two arguments drawn from Scripture z 
which, though they may in effect be found in ſeve- 
ral parts of the foregoing treatiſe, yet deſerve to 
be particularly re-capitulated with ſome additional 
iuttrations. 

The ufual method of proving the Athanaſian 
dottrine, is to collect together as many paſſages as 
poſſible, and ſome nothing to the purpoſe, in or- 
der to eſtabliſh the divinity of Chriſt, which no 
real Chriſtian denies in an inferior ſenſe; and the 
moſt judicious defenders of the Athanaſian doc- 
trine freely grant, that the divinity they contend 
for, muſt be held in ſome reſpect inferior to that 
of the Father, by which a ſtrict equality with the 
Father is given up, in expreſs contradiction to the 
ſcheme they are profeſſedly labouring to ſupport. 
But when all the high titles and att ributes aſcribed 
to Chriſt in Scripture, are prei-nted to the reader 
wth all poſſible advantage; let it be obſerved, 
that our Lord himſelf and his Apoſtles, have 
ured us in the moſt ſolemn manner, that Chriſt 
received his being, high titles, and attributes from 
his God and Father; that God advanced him to 
exalted dignity and honour, upon account of his 

nazing humiliation and ſuffe ings; and that the 
whole e redounds to the glory of God the Father. 
iis plain and ſolemn account eficctually over- 
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throws the argument uſually drawn from the moſt 
pompous recital of our Saviour's high titles and 
attributes, it being abſolutely impoſſible, that the 
ſupreme God ſhould have any thing given him by 
any being whatſoever: for according to the unan- 
ſwerable declaration of St. Paul, Who hath firſt 
given to him, and it ſhall be recompenſed to him 
again? For of him, and through him, and to him 
are all things; to whom be glory for ever, Rom. 
11. 25, 36 From whence it follows with demon- 
ſtrative evidence, that Chriſt, who was given by 
God, who received his all from God, is a perſon in 
his moſt exalted ſtate, inferior to the one ſupreme 
God and Father of all; and conſequently, tae 
Athanaſian doctrine, which repreſents him as 


equal to the Father as touching his Godhead, is 


manifeſtly falſe. 

Again, with regard to the ſupreme divinity of 
the Holy Spirit, which is a point eſſentially necel- 
ſary to complete a conſubſtantial Trinity, the A- 
thanaſian defenders either evade entering into a 
particular diſcuſſion of his divinity z or elſe, they 
employ far iexched deductions, and remote con- 
ſequential arguings, which are of equal force to 
prove the divinity of other inferior beings, as 
well as the Holy Ghoſt. Their very manner of 
producing their evidence, demonſtrates the weak- 
neſs of their cauſe ; it being a clear caſe, that men 
of ſenſe and learning would not have recourſe to 
far-fetched deductions, if they were furniſhed with 
dire. and poſitive evidence, 

It may not be improper upon this occaſion to 
ſhew upon what ſlight grounds points in divinity 
deemed fundamental, have been determined by 
large bodies of men. : 
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It appears by church hiſtory, that there was a 
great ſchiſm between the eaſtern and weſtern 
churches, occaſioned by their different manner of 
explaining the proceſſion of the Holy Spirit. The 
Greek, or eaſtern church, maintained, that the 
Holy Spirit received the divine eſſence from the 
Father only : whereas the Latin held, that the Ho- 
ly Spirit received the divine eſſence from the Fa- 
ther and the Son. They both agreed, that the 
Holy Spirit was partaker of the eternal eſſence of 
the Godhead, but differed as to the perſon from 
whom he received it. 

It is worth while to examine the foundation, on 
which this famous metaphyſical point, namely, the 
proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt, is built. The evi- 
dence produced by the eaſtern church is this: When 
the comforter is come whom TI will ſend unto you 
from the Father, even the Spirit of truth which 
proceedeth from the Father, he ſhall teſtify of me. 
John xv. 26, The argument urged by the Latin 
church is, that the Spirit is ſometimes ſtiled the 
Spirit of the Son; he is likewiſe 'aid to ſpeak 
from, and to be ſent by, the Son; from whence it 
was determined, that the divine eſſence was com- 
municated to the Spirit by the Son as well as the 
Father, it being on both ſides taken for granted, 
that the divine eſſence or ſubſtance was communi- 
cated to the Spirit. Now the expreſſion in Greek is, 
(To Hxyevaaæ rug arnheas o T%0% T8 Ta" p05 EXTORIPETEL) 
the Spirit of truth which proceedeth rrom (ogo- 
eth out from) the Father: if any proceſſion re- 
lating to metaphyſical eſſence, had been intended, 
it ſhould have been expreſſed thus: (erogeveras e 
74 naręeg) though even in that caſe, an eternal and 
eſſential proceſſion could not have been neceſſarily 
inferred for (exropeveetly or ee) vt rx Twes) when 
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uſed of a perſon, ſignifies a local proceſſion : 
(See John viii. 42. Acts xv. 24. 1 John ii. 19.) 
But (£%70p5 <VETU%E THEG TY rere) neceſſarily ſignifies, 
according to the ſtrict prupety of the Greek, that 
the Spirit goeth out, or is ſent out, from the Fa- 
ther; which deſcription ot the Holy Spirit, points 
out the reaſon of our Saviour's former words, 
That he would ſend the Holy Spirit from the 
Father; and likewiſe ſhews, that the Holy Spirit 
is the firſt miniſter of the Father in the execution 
of very important offices, It is an amazing in- 
ſtance of the infatuation of learned men, to ex- 
tract from ſuch plain words, the monſtrous doc- 
trine of the Holy Spirit's receiving the divine 
eſſence from the Father, to which point they have 
no more relation, than what is ſaid of Angels, 
that they ſtand before the throne of God, and 
are ſent forth to ex cute various offices for the 
benefit of the church. The Holy Spirit, indeed, 
is the chief of the minſtring Spirits, who, by 
reaſon of his eminency, is ſing'ed out of the num- 
ber of the other Angels, a nd employed by God 
and Chriſt, in higher offices than the reſt. He is 
ſometimes ſtiled the Spirit of the Son, becauſe 
Chriſt received a commiſſion from the Father to 
ſend the pirit. 

I now beg leave to propound two Scripture ar- 
guments, to the ſerious conſideration of the learn- 
ed defenders of the Athanaſian Trinity, 

I. I hope it may be aſſumed as a principle agreed 
upon by Proteſtants and Chriſtians, that the New 
Teſtament was deſigned to give Jews and Gentiles 
right notions of almighty God, more eſpecially 
the latter, who were grofly ſunk in ſuperſtition 
and idolatry, If then the Athanaſian Trinity be 
the expreſs doctrine of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, it 
neceſſarily 
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neceſſarily follows, that the moſt preciſe and exact 
definition of the one ſupreme God, is a being 
conſiſting of Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt; or 
when we think, or ſpeak of God under his true 
character, we ſhould conſider him as three Perſons 
and one God: thus Dr. Wateriand expreſsly al- 
lows the truth of this obſervation, when he ſays in 
his ſermons, (p. 142.) In ftrifneſs the one God is 
the whole Trinity, and Dr. M* Donnell na 
that the term, God, when uſed ſingly and alone, 
comprehends Father, Son, and Holy Gholt : and 
therefore we ought to find this preciſe and exact 
Geſcription of the one God, ſtrongly inſiſted upon 
in the books of the New Teſtament, Now upon 
a ſtrict enquiry 1t appears, that the word, God, 
occurs twelve hundred and eighty-eight times: 
there are ſeveral hundred texts, wherein the Father 
is ſtiled God abſolutely, by way of eminence, it 
being impoſſible by the conſtruction itſelf, that it 
ſhould have my other ſenſe. It is reaſonable to 
underſtand the word, God, in the ſame ſenſe in all 
other texts, excepting thoſe few, wherein the word is 
applicd to Chriſt, and other beings, in an inferior 
ſenſe, expreſsly warranted by the ſacred writers. 
There is not one text, wherein the word, God, 
neccllarily ſignifies more perſons than one, There 
is not one text, Wherein we are obliged to under- 

ſtand it of three Perſons ; the ſacred writers have 
not afforded us the leaſt plauſible pretence, or 
colour, for any ſuch ſenſe. What Dr. M' Don- 
nell has alledged to prove it, has been effectually 
overthrown. 
We are agreed on all ſides, that the New Teſta- 
ment is a book containing an expreſs revelation 
from heaven; one great deſign whereof is, to ſet 
zen right with regard to their notions of e 
JO 
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God : and yet the moſt exact, preciſe, and formal 
deſcription of God, upon the ſuppoſition of the 
truth of the Athanaſian doctrine, is not ſo much 
as once ſet forth in this ſacred book; nay, great 
numbers of paſſages, wherein God is mentioned, 
are abſolutely inconſiſtent with it. Add to this, 
that the ſacred writers have profeſſedly, and in a 
very ſolemn manner determined, that the one ſu- 
preme God is the Father only, expreſsly diſtin- 
gui ſhed from the Son and the Holy Spirit, who are 
repreſented in variety of paſſages, as inferior to 
him, and acting in all things according to his ſu— 
preme will and pleaſure: from whence 1 think it 
tollows, with the force of demonſtration, that the 
Athanaſian doctrine of three Perſons and one God 
was never delivered by Chriſt and his Apoſtles, 
but was invented at firſt, and is ſtill ſupported, by 
the authority of men; it being a palpable abſur- 
dity to ſuppoſe, that a co-equal Trinity in unity, 
ſhould be a Scripture doctrine, ſhould be revealed 
in the New Teſtament, on which foundation alone 


it muſt depend; when the ſacred writers profeſſing 


to ſet forth to us the right opinion of God, are ſo 
far from giving us the leaſt intimation of this doc. 
trine in any one paſſage, that they ſolemnly incul- 
cate a notion of God in vaſt numbers of plain pat- 
jages abſolutely inconſiſtent with it.. The learned 


defenders of this corrupt doctrine, are challengedto 


e one paſſige in the New Teſtament, where- 
zu the word, God, neceſſarily conveys the idea ol 
three Perſons, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. As 
a Trinity in unity has confeſſedly the appearance, 
at leaſt, of being repugnant to the common princi- 
Pies ot realan; iu tne Apoſtles had intended any 
tuch c octrine, they would not only have delivered 
it in plain and deciſive terms, but likewiſe mar 
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would have explained and inculcated it by variety 
of arguments; as they would in this cafe have 
been called upon to anſwer the objections of Jews 
and Heathens : but we do not find the leaſt hint 
of this doctrine in the diſcourſes of the apoſtles ; 
nor the leaſt intimation that unbelievers or beliey- 
ers gave the apoſtles any trouble upon this account, 
As certain as the New Teltament contains a juſt 
deſcription of Almighty God, fo certain is it that 


the Athanaſian Trinity has demonſtratively no, 


ſ{oundarion there, 

2. Again, 1 hope it may be aſſumed as a point 
agreed upon by proteſtants and chriitians, that the 
\ew Teſtament was deſigned to ſct Jews and Gen- 
tiles right in the important duty of religious wor- 
ſhip; as the notions of the former were imperfect. 
with regard to this duty, and the notions of the 
latter were groſly corrupted with ſuperſtition and 
idolatry, Now upon an exact enquiry 1t appears, 
that the worſhip of a conſubſtantial L rinity, or three 
perſons and one God, is ſo far from being found 
in any part of the New Teſtament, that all the 
paſſages, wherein we have any account of religious 
worſhip, are abſolutely inconſiſtent with it; all 
prayers, praiſes, and glory being either directed 
to the ane God and Father of all, or to his ulti- 
mate glory: all perſons and beings are cut off 
from any poſſible pretences to religious invocation, 
excepting the one ſupreme Father, and Chriſt Je- 
ſus, who is worſhipped, as Mediator, by his com- 
mand, and to his ultimate glory. The learned 
fenders o the Athanaſian worſhip are challenged 
to produce one paſſage, wherein we are command- 
ed or authoriſed to offer up any acts of prayer, 
praiſe, or glory, to three perſons and one God. 
It they cannot, as I #naw they cannot, it is de- 
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monſtratively evident, that the Athanaſian worſhi 
is falſe. That the New Teſtament ſhould be de- 
ſigned to inſtruct us in the great point of reli- 
gious worſhip; and at the ſame time ſhould not 
only leave us in the dark with regard to an eſſen- 
tial part of it, but ſhould likewiſe point out forms 
of worſhip in expreſs contradiction to it, is a ſup- 
pofition ſo ;nfinitely abſurd, as muſt neceſſarily 
prove the means of baniſhing this corrupt practice 
from all the churches of Chriſt, where men have 
liverty to rcad and ſtody the Scriptures, and to pro- 
feſs and practiſe in religious matters according to 
their conſciences. 

I will beg leave to employ the aſſiſtance of Dr. 
Waterland, and his ſucceſtor in the ſame caule, 
Jr. Randolph, to compleat the demonſtration. 
The former has laboured the article of worſhip 
in his iſt and ſecond Defenſes of his Queries for 
no lefs than an hundred and twenty pages; which 
diſquiſition he haz co bined to the ſingle point of 
the worſhip of C hriſt : (all which by the way is 
ſummed up and ſolidiy anſwered in the compaſls 
of two or three pages in the Appeal) (ſce p. 109 
—111.) but he has not ſo much as attempted to 
- offer the leaſt colour of evidence, or pretence, from 
Scripture to prove the worſhip of a conſubſtantia 
Trinity, or three perſuns and one God. His re- 
markable ſilence vpo! this eſſential point at a time 
when he was proteſſediy conſidering the article of 


vorſh'p, undeniably proves, that this able pleader 
had nothing to ſa Y 3 which demonſtratively over- 
throws the who! ſcheme he was labouring to fup- 
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The ſame obſervation may be made of Dr. 
Randolph, who in his three diſtinct treatiſes, oc- 
caſioned by the Eſſay on Spirit, has endeavoured 
to eſtabliſh the doctrine of a conſubſtantial Trini- 
ty, and was naturally led to conſider the article of 
worſhip : he ſtil] perſiſts to urge che ſame pre- 
tences that Dr. Waterland and others have done 
before him, notwithſtanding the ſolid anſwers that 
have been frequently given by unitarian writers, 
and which are clearly and briefly ſummed up in 
the Appeal. But this learned and worthy divine, 
as I really eſteem him upon account of his valua- 
ble character, has not ventured to offer the leaſt 
ſyllable of evidence to prove the worſhip of a con- 
ſubſtantial Trinity; which I muſt beg leave to ſay 
was his expreſs duty to have attempted ; becauſe 
he had probably vouchſafed to look into the Ap- 
peal, where a very great ſtreſs is laid upon this 
important point, and it is particularly obſerved, 
that this worſhip is not found in the word of God: 
and conſequently, Dr. Randolph cannot be thought 
to have done juſtice to the ſubject, notwithſtanding 
the praiſes he has received from ſeveral writers, 
and particularly his friend Dr. Burton,“ till he 
has cleared up this fundamental article of the A- 
thanahan cauſe. But whether he has examined 
the Appeal, or not, he has expreſſed his zeal to 
keep up this religious practice in the church; and 
therefore it is his duty to point out the lawfulneſs 
ct it by direct evidence drawn from Scripture. 
Dr. Randolph has, in a triumphant manner, preſ- 
ſed the learned and worthy author of the Eſſay, 
&c. with the forms of the church as not to be re- 
conciled to the ſentiments profeſſed in the Eſſay. 


* Concio ad Clerum. 


4141 


J agree with him, that ſome of the forms of the 


church in their literal ſenſe, and according to the 
known intert of the compilers, cannot, withour 
a violent diſtortion of words, be interpreted in fa- 
vour of the unitarian doctrine ; and therefore I 


have given up che uſe of thoſe forms and ſub- 


ſcription to them, upor this principle, that no 
power on ca:th has a right to appoint the uſe of 
forms, that break 1n upon the unity of God, the 
grand and fun.iamental article of natural and re- 


vealed religion. But I muſt take the liberty to 


ut the {ame queſtion with reſpe& to Dr. Ran- 
dolph, that he does with refpect to the author of 
the Eſſay: can he profeſs, that what he believes 
of the glory of the Father, the ſame he believes of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt, without any dif- 
ference, or inequality; who has expreſsly allowed 
Chriſt to be 7zzferior to the Father, not only with 
regard to his human nature, but with regard to 
his mediatorial office, and alfo with regard to his 
divine nature, as God of God; and who has like- 
wiſe acknowledged the Holy Spirit to be inferior 
to Father and Son, in ſome reſpect? * The form 
of the church, quoted by Dr. Randolph, necel- 
ſarily ſignifies, that the Son and Holy Spirit are 
equal to the Father in 4 reſpects: but how to make 
this conſiſtent with the Doctor's acknowledgment, 
that the Son is inferior to the Father in zhree re- 
ſpects, and that the Spirit is inferior to both in 
ſome, mult be left to his own determination, who 
ſeems in this cafe liable to the ſame cenſure he 

aſſes upon others, and maſt be obliged to em- 
ploy a little of that art and ſubtlety he ſo freely 


* Vindicaticn of the doctrine of the Trinity, &c. part I. p. 
21. Pat II. p 13. Appendix, p. 27, By Dr. Randolph. 
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condemns in Dr. Clarke, and the author of the 
Eſſay. I would humbly recommend it to Dr, 
Randolph's ſerious conſideration, how he can, con- 
fiſtently with the character of a chriſtian divine, 
contend for the uſe of forms in the worſhip of 
God, which he does not venture to defend, and 
for which he cannot produce the leaſt colour of 
evidence from Scripture, and which, indeed, are 
inconſiſtent with the very ſentiments he has openly 
profeſſed. T appcal to the Doctor's own conſcience, 
whether he believes in earneſt, that it was the de- 
fgn of Chriſt and his apoſtles to eſtabliſh the wor- 
ſhip of three co-equal perſons without am difference 
or inequality, and one God? 

All that can poſſibly be ſaid in defence of the 
Athanaſian worſhip is, that it is a religious prac- 
tice rightly deduced from the conſequential doc- 
trine of three perſons and one God. Dr. Wa- 
terland expreſsly owns it to be conſequential only, 
and not directly taught in Scripture. But what a 
dangerous thing it is to found religious practices 
in our ſolemn addreſſes to Almighty God upon con- 
kquential doctrines, may appear by an inſtance ex- 
actly parallel. | 

One grand argument made uſe of by the Atha- 
naſti.hn writers is, that the Son and Holy Spirit are 
joined with the Father upon ſome ſolemn occa- 
ſions, as concerned in the work of men's ſalva- 
tion; and therefore they argue from thence, that 
they are equally divine with the Father ; if equal- 
divine, they muſt be conſubſtantial ; and con- 
ſequently, they muſt be three perſons united in one 
ſubſtance: from whence they deduce the practice 
o iayoking a conſubſtantial Trinity. 


Preſace to his ſecond Defence, 
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In like manner and by the ſame ſteps, J can 


prove a religious worſhip that will perhaps ſhock 
the Athanaſians themielves. In the New Teſta- 
ment we find God, Chriſt, and the elect angels, 
mentioned together in a very ſolemn manner; J 
charge thee before God, and the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
and the elect angels, 1 Tim. v. 21. Grace be to 
you and peace from him which is, and which was, 
und which is to come; and from the ſeven ſpirits 
which are before his throne ; and from Feſus Chriſt 
who is the faithful witneſs. As St. Paul bears wit- 
neſs very folemnly before God, the Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, and the elect angels; and St. John exprel- 
ſes a pious wiſh of help from the ſeven ſpirits, 
(who are expreſsly called the ſeven angels in other 
paſſages) as well as from the Father, and Chriſt; 
therefore it may be argued, that the ſeven ſpirits, 
or elect angels, are equaily divine with the Father 
and Chriſt, it being unreaſonable to ſuppoſe, that 


God and creatures ſhould be joined in ſuch high | 


offices, in order to promote the work of man's 


ſalvation: it cannot be thought agreeable to rea- 


fon, that Almighty God ſhould lay himſelf under 


ſuch reſtrictions, as not to be able to confer his | 


graces without the joint concurrence of inferior 
creatures: if the Father, Chriſt, and the ſeven 
ſpirits, are equally divine, it follows that they are 


conſubſtantial, and conſequently, they muſt be nine | 
perſons and one God: from whence this religious 


worſhip may be rightly deduced ; O holy, bleſſed, 
and glorious ninity, nine perſons and one God, 
have mercy upon us, &c. I really think that 
this inv cation may be as juſtly deduced from the 
New Teſtament, as O holy, bleſſed, and glorious 
trinity, three perſons and one God, there being 
nothing higher ſet forth in Scripture, when Figit!y 
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interpreted, of the Holy Spirit, than cf the ſeven 
ele&t angels; the Holy Spirit, indeed, is probably 
one of the number, the principal or chief of the 
miniſtring ſpirits. The pious orthodox chriſtian 
upon hearing an invocation of a ninity, that never 
was practiſed in the chriſtian world, is, doubtleſs, 
ſurprized and diſturbed: but yet he invokes the 


trinity, three perſons and one God, which is equal- 


ly abſurd and equally deſtitute of ſupport from 
Scripture, with piety and devotion. Had eccleſi- 
aſticks in former ages happened to have hit upon 
the nine inſtead of the three; if thè ninity had 
been ſettled by the authority of councils, and had 
been guarded by the uſual methods, whereby ſu- 
perſtition has been ſupported : in a word, if the 
ninity had been part of the eſtabliſhed worſhip, 
enforced by penal decrees of parliament and con- 
vocation, it would have been as readily embraced 
by great numbers, as a co-equal trinity. Learned 
men would have invented many plaulible pretences 
to have fet it off to the beſt advantage, and the 
number nine would have been efteemed as myſte- 
rious as the number three. The notion of a myſ- 
tery makes the moſt palpable abſurdities. eaſy. of 
digeſtion, and reconciles the moſt evident contra- 
dictions. Nine, or nine hundred perſons, conſti- 
tuting one God, may be as eaſily believed, as three 
perſons and one God. 

Till theſe plain Scripture arguments are ſolidly 
anſwered by direct evidence drawn from Scripture, 


cannot help judging, that the Athanaſian doc- 


trine is effectually demoliſhed. And, as this 1s a 
common cauſe, in which the honour of chriſtianity 
is deeply concerned; I beg leave to call upon Dr. 
Randolph, Dr. Burton, Dr. Chapman, and Dr. 
Stebbing, the learned members of the two univer- 
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ſities, and all the learned clergymen Mu wou 
be thought defenders of the Athanaſian doctrine 


.and worſhip, to conſider theſe arguments with | 


that impartial regard to Scripture as becomes the 
character of chriſtian divines, who profeſs to fol- 
low the doctrine of their Lord and Maſter Jeſus 
Chriſt. It is the duty of theſe learned divine 


either to give a ſolid anſwer to theſe plain argu- 


ments deduced from Scripture z or elle fairly to 
own, that the Athanaſian trinity is not the trinity 


of Chriſt and his apoſtles, but owes all its ſuppor: | 


to the inventions of men, and the eſtabliſhment of 
the civil. power. 


With regard to the point of the civil eſtabliſh. | 


ment of religion, I muſt beg to be informed by 


thoſe chriſtian divines, who, when hard prefled | 
with Scripture arguments, are too apt to quote 


acts of parliament, in what part of the New Tel- 


tament it is written, that it is the duty of chriſtians | 
to have recourſe to the determination of the civil 


power in matters of religion: and likewiſe that it 
is the duty of chriſtian magiſtrates to enforce any 
particular profeſſions of faith and forms of worſhip 


by worldly penalties. 1 have carefully read over | 
the New Teſtament with a view to this controvert- | 


ed queſtion, and can find n«thing in this ineſtima- 
ble book that has the leaſt tendency to ſhew tie 


abſolute duty of ſubmiſſion to the civil power in 


matters of religion; though chriſtians are fre- 
quently exhorted to obey magiſtrates in affairs of 
a civil nature. Chriſt and his apoſtles have de. 
cided the queſtion in this manner: Call no mai 
your father upon earth; for one is your Father lich 
is in heaven. Neither be ye called maſters ; fer i 


is your Maſter, even Chriſt, Though «ce (namely, 


apoſtles) or an angel from heaven ſhould preacy 2 
e other 
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ther Goſpel, than that ye have received, let him be 
accurſed. Peter and John, when they were com- 
manted by the civil magiſtrate not to ſpeak, nor 
teach in the name of .Feſus, anſwered thus, Whether 
it be right in the ſight .of God to hearken unto you 
more than God, judge ye. For we cannot but ſpeak 
the things which we have ſeen and heard, In like 
manner, St. Paul, who was the apoſtle of the 
Gentiles, directly confronted the authority of the 
civil magiſtrate in matters of religion, and boldly 
preached up one ſupreme God, and one Mediator 
ſeſus Chriſt, in oppoſition to every eſtabliſhed re- 
gion of the Roman empire, though he was hated, 
h- W rcviled, and perſecuted for it. 
by The New Teſtament, indeed, is ſo far from 
d W making it the duty of chriſtians to comply with 
x: religious decrees eſtabliſhed by the civil magiſtrate, 
el. W that they are exhorted to be very cautious, how 
ins Wl ticy obey his commands, in oppoſition to the ex- 
vil W prels authority of God. I protels myſelt terribly 
tir afraid of the worſhip of the beaſt, ever ſince I 
ſtudied the book of Revelation with the beſt helps 
that this age has produced. The beaſt in this 
vonderful book moſt probably means the civil 
power; and to worſhip the beaſt, can have no 
other conſiſtent ſenſe, than to comply with forms 
of worſhip, and profeſs doctrines, not warranted 
oy the word of God, but derive all their ſupport 
rom the eſtabliſhment of the civil power. When 
Almighty God commands one form of worſhip, 
and the civil power commands the direct contrary ; 
to practiſe in obedience to the latter, is in other 
terms to aſcribe the eſſential character of God to 
the civil power, as it is well obſerved by the 
learned Daubuz in his Commentary upon the book 
af Revelation: © Now it belongs to none but 
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God himſelf to impoſe worſhip on men, he being 
alone fit to know and determine how he 1s to be 
ſerved, Therefore to impoſe a new worſhip, as 
objects of worſhip or manner of worſhip, contrary 
to what he hath already determined, is to uſurp 
his power.” This indeed is applied by the learn- 
ed author to the corrupt worſhip of the church of 
Rome, ſupported by the beait, which, as he has | 
| ſhewn, naturally ſignifies the temporal power of 

the ten klngdoms, into which the Roman empire 
was divi ed. It is an unwarrantable preſumption 
in the greateſt mortals upon earth to alter the faith 
once delivered to the faints; and it is little lefs 
than ſetting up an authority equal to that of God, 
to appoint objects, or forms of worthip, without 
any warrant from, and in oppoſition to, the ſolemn | 
determination of God himſelf. 
It was a profeſſed principle in the heathen world, 
as obſerved in my anſwer to Dr. M Donnell's pre. 
face, that the civil power had a right to make, or 
appoint, their own objects of worſhip ; and that 
it was the duty of all pcrſons to worſhip the god: 
of their reſpective countries, eſtabliſhed by law. 
This impious principle was propagated by the phi-| 
loſophers as well as prieſts; ſo that, notwithſtanc- 
ing ſome fine ſpeculations they entertained con- 
cerning G d, virtue, and immortality of the ſoul] 
they complied with the eſtabliſhed religion, how 
fooliſh or abſurd ſoever : and conſequently, ſupet- 
ſtition or id latry univerſally prevailed, without“ 
poſſibility of reformation by human means. God 
himſelf took the affair into his own hands, and ul 
the revelation of the Goſpel has not only giwen 
mankind right notions of his being and attributes 
and appointed a reaſonable worſhip ; but like 
he has made it the expreſs duty of chriſtian col 
yer! 


verts to give up the authority of the civil magiſtrate 
in matters of religion, which claimed the enor* 

mous power of making, or appointing, gods: 
they were commanded under the ſevercſt penalties 
to continue in the open profeſſion of Chriſt's reli- 
gion, notwithſtanding all the proſecutions, or per- 
ſecutions, they were liable to for nonconformity to 
the eſtabliſhed ſuperſtition, and to expect their re- 
ward in another life. Accordingly we find, that 
chriſtians, during the firſt 300 years, generally ac- 
te upon this glorious principle, that it is the right 
of God alone to preſcribe in what manner he 
ſhould be worſhipped they ſolemnly renounced 
the ſtupid and impious adoration of gods, eſtabliſh- 
ed by the laws of the Roman empire, in obedience 
to the will of the one ſupreme God and Father of 
all; they bravely underwent the greateſt ſuff-rings 


and even ſundry kinds of death, becauſe they would 


ror tall down and worſhip the graven image fer up 
by the mighty lords of the Roman empire. It is 
remarkable, that the firſt chriſtian writers earneſt- 
ly contended for the right of every perſon to wor- 
ſhip God according to his own p:rſualion ; that 

ail force in religious matters is abſolutely unlawful; 
that nothing ſhould be more free than the choice 
of our religious principles. They likewiſe treated 
the eſtabliſhed ſuperſtition and 1 dolatry with a pro- 

per freedom and ſeverity. 

This was the behavi ur of chriſtians, and in this 
manner they talked, when te laws of the Roman 
empire were in force againſt the chriſtian religion, 
and they were perpetually obnoxious to perſecu- 
tion from the civil power. But who could have 
imagined, that chriſtians, when they had got the 
civil power on their ſide, ſhould purſue the ſame vio- 
cut methods in ſupporting their peculiar notions and 
* Prac- 
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practices againſt each other, which they expreſsly 
condemned in their heathen adverſaries, and which 
are abſolutely forbidden in the Goſpel of Chriſt ? 
Who could have thought it poſſible, that divines 
who are ſtilzd proteſtant and chriſtian, ſhould ear- 
neſtly contend for that impious principle, namely, 
that it is a duty incumbent on men to conform 
to the eſtabliſhed religion of the country; and 
that thoſe perſons, who by publick preaching and 
writing oppoſe any doctrine or religious practice 
ſettled by public authority, ſhould be puniſhed, as 
the law directs? This, I cannot help judging, is 
ſetting up the authority of the civil magiſtrate 
in matters of religion and conſcience in the place 
of that of God, and has a natural tendency to 
ſanctify all the vile ſuperſtition and impious 1do- 
latry eſtabliſhed in almoſt all ages and countries: 
it likewiſe is calculated to Juſtify all the perſecu- 
tions that Jews or chriſtians ever ſuffered upon ac- 
count of conſcience, as being expreſsly founded 
upon this pretence, that they oppoſed the religion 
of the country, and refuſed to worſhip gods eſta- 
bliſhed by law. In truth, all external force is in- 
conſiſtent with the nature of religion. Either men 
are convinced of the truth of chriſtianity by rea- 
ſon and argument, or they are not: if they are 
real believers, they do not want any compulſive 
methods to make them worſhippers of God in the 
way preſcribed in his holy word; they will readily 
comply with Goſpel worſhip upon principles of 
conſcience and the duty they owe to God and 
Chriſt: if they are not real believers, external 
force of every kind is an improper method to 
make them fo, or rather it naturally tends to pro- 
duce inward unbelief and external hypocriſy : 1n 
this caſe truth and falſhood are put upon the oy 
; | o0t- 
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footing z the holy religion of Chriſt, and the groſ- 
ſeſt ſuperſtition and idolatry are ſupp rted by the 
ſame impious method : and conſequently, the ge- 
nuine religion of Chriſt is rea-ly hurt by, bur 
receives no additional ſupport from, human eſta- 
bliſhments. | 

To prevent miſconſtruftion, I would not be 
thought to argue againit any rational methods a 
chriſtian magiſtrate can employ to promote reli- 
gion amongſt the people committed to his charge. 
[ humbly preſume, that a chriſtian magiſtrate can- 
not diſcharge his duty more agreeably to the will 
of God, than when he puniſhes all ſuch outward 
actions as are violations of the eternal law of 
righteouſneſs, and are injurious to the members 
of civil ſociety. And with regard to matters of 
religion, he has, 1 think, a right to provide for 


the public worſhip of Almighty God by propofing 


and rec mmending forms to his people, but not 
by impoſing the ule of them by any fort of world- 
ly penalties ; which forms, as being deſigned for 
great numbers of men, ſhould be drawn up as 
free as poſſible from all points of doubtful diſpu- 
tation, Neither can a chriſtian magiſtrate be faid 
to exceed the bounds of his office, when he takes 
proper care to get the ignorant inſtructed in the 
fundamental doctrines of all true religion; piety, 
righteouſneſs, and ſobriety, on which the hap i- 
nels of human ſociety certainly depends. And as 
to points of ſpeculation and different wavs of wor- 
ſhip, the magiſtrate then truly maintains the reli- 
gious rights af his ſubjects; when he protects them 

all in exerciſing their undoubted right of judging 
for themſelves, and of proteſſing and pract ſing in 
conſequence of that judgment; when he diſcou- 
rages not only violent oppreſſions, but likewiſe all 
Ee 4 abuſes 
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abuſes and injuries, upon a religious account ; 
when he reſtrains the fiery zeal of perſecuting and 
intereſted bigots from breaking in upon the civil 
rights of his other ſubjects, and maintains them 
all equally in that liberty, with which God and 
Chriſt hath made them free. This, I apprehend, 
1s the only rational method a Chriſtian governor is 
capable of uſing to expreſs his concern for the 
honour of God and the advancement of true reli- 
gion, which cannot polſibly be effected by force 
and perſecution. There mult neceſſarily be varie. 
ty of ſentiments in religious matters as well as 
other things, by the very conſtitution of nature 
which God hath given us; and theſe never occa- 
ſion any diſturbance in human ſociety, when men 
are left to the dictates of their conſciences in all 
ſuch caſes, that are not injurious to civil ſociety, 
It is the reſtraint of liberty, it 18 the attempting to 
bring men to uniformity of profeſſions by force 
and violence that has already done ſo much mil- 
chief in the world, that all good perſons ſhould 
tremble at the thoughts of this deadly evil. 
Having thus delivered my ſentiments upon the 
civil eſtabliſhment of religion, to which I have been 
naturally led; let this be the ſolemn concluſion of 
this famous controverſy, with which the chriſtian 
church has been more or leſs perplexed theſe four- 
teen hundred years; when Dr. Randolph, Dr. 
Burton, Dr. Chapman, Dr. Stebbing, or any other 
learned divines, can prove it conſiſtent with com- 
mon ſenſe, that two perſons are equal in eſſential 
perfections to the one ſupreme God, from whom 
they have confeſſedly received their being, powers 
and offices, and who act in all things according to 
his ſupreme will and pleature: when they produce 


from the New Teſtament one plain declaration ſet- 
ting 
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ting forth, or. neceſſarily implying, that the true, 
preciſe, and exact deſcription of the one ſupreme 


God is, a Bcing conliſting of three co-equal per- 


ſons, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, without the 
aſſiſtance of remote and conſequential arguings and 
deductions : when they can point our one plain in- 
ſtance or precept, that it is the duty of chriſti- 
ans to worſhip the Haly Spirit as God, and three 
perſons and one God, in prayer, praile, or glory: 
when they can ſhew, that it is the duty of a mini- 
ſer of Chriſt to profeſs his faith according to acts 
of parliament z and to offer up worſhip in com- 
pliance with the determination of the civil power, 
without any warrait from God: when theſe learned 
divines have clearly ſhewn theſe few particulars, 
which, if true, may very eaſily be done, as they 
chiefly depend upon plain facts; then J am oblig- 
ed, as a ſincere chriſtian, to aſk public pardon for 
the offence given by the publication of the Ap- 
peal and this Detence, and to retract my religious 
profeſſions, and to alter my practice in the public 
ſervice of the church. But, on the other hand, 
if theſe learned divines cannot give impartial Be- 
reans ſatisfaction upon ſuch important points, on 
waich the whole {treis of the controverſy depends; 
and it, when called upon, they are abſolutely ſi- 
lent, it neceſſarily follows, that the trinitarian con- 
troverſy is at laſt brought to a final period, as the 
moſt judicious defeyders of a conſubſtantial trinity 
tacitly give up the cauſe by not venturing to plead, 
when they are obliged to de ver their anſwer to 
the queſtion where it pinches. In this cale chriſ- 
clan divines are ce:tain'y obliged to act fairly, as 
well as the Appellant; and therefore ! muſt take 
the liberty of reminding them of th t ſolemn time, 


hen we muſt appear betore the judgment ſeat of 
| Chriſt ; 


. 
Chriſt; and beg leave to aſk their own conſciences, 
whether it be conſiſtent with the character of mi- 
niſters of Chriſt to employ all their abilities, learn- 
ing, and influence in the world, to ſupport corrupt 
doctrines and practices, for which they cannot of- 
fer the leaſt colour of evidence, and which have 
done infinite miſchief to the cauſe of Chriſt's reli- 
gion; it being in vain: to expect the converſion of 
Jews, Mahometans and Heathens, whilſt they are 
taught to believe, that the doctrine of three per- 
ſons and one God, and the worſhip practiſed in 
conſequence of it, are fundamental points of the 
Goſpel of Chriſt? I am under terrible apprehen- 
ſions, that a regard to the act of uniformity, 
though eſtabliſhed by king, lords, and commons, 


will make a poor figure before Chriſt's ribunal, 
_ amidſt a ſurrounding company of martyrs and 


confeſſors, who endured bitter ſufferings, and laid 


down their lives, becauſe they preferred the com- 


mands of God to the authority of the civil ma- 
giſtrate. | 

As no power on earth has a right to appoint the 
uſe of forms that break in upon the true character 
of Almighty God, and the holy worſhip, ſettled 
and determined by his expreſs authority; ſo it is 
high time that the ſupreme authority of the one 
God and Father of all, ſhould be conſiſtently main- 
tained, and a regard to it reduced to practice, in 
oppolition to all authority civil and eccleſiaſtical of 
the whole globe, by wiich the worſhip of the one 
ſupteme God has been overclouded with number- 
leſs forms of ſuperſtition, and in ſome places quite 
extinguithed by groſs idolatry : and therefore I do 
in the moſt ſolemn manner proteſt, not only againſt 
the Athanaſian doctrine and worſhip, and all forms 
in which they are {et forth or implied; but gue 
wile 
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wiſe againſt the authority, by which they were at 
Frit eſtabliſned, and are now ſupported in this prote- 
fant church: which is no more than maintain» 
ing this plain truth, that the determination of the 
ſupreme Lord of the univerſe, with reſ ect to a 
matter he has reſerved to himſelf, is of infinitely 
more weight, than the decrees and authority of 
councils, popes, ſynods, convocations, and par- 
liaments. 

My name is of no conſequence to the public; 
but J profeſs myſelf an unworthy miniſter of 
Chriſt, conforming to the Liturgy of the church 
of England ſo far as it is warranted by, or not 
inconſiſtent with, Scripture, and profeſs a ready 
obedience to my ſuperiors in every lawful inſtance. 

It may be proper to add the expreſs determina- 
tion of the church itſelf, which contains a ſufi- 
cient vindication of my conc uct in this reſpect. 

Every prieſt at his ordination being ſolemnly 
aſked, Are you perſuaded that the holy Scriptures 
contain [ufficiently all dottrine required of neceſſity to 
eternal ſalvation through faith in Jeſus Chriſt ? And 
are you determined out of the ſame holy Scriptures, 
to inſtruf? the people committed to your charge, and 
% teach nothing as required of neceſſty to eternal 
ſalvation, but that which you juall be perſualed may 
be concluded and pr oved by the Scri'ture ? anſwereth 
in theſe words; I am ſo perſuaded, and have ſo de- 
termined by God's grace. And the »hole church 
ſolemnly declares, that ho'y Scripture conta neth) all 
things neceſſary to ſalvation: ſo that vba ſo:ver 1s 
Pot read therein. nor may be proved ther b, is not 
0% be required of any man, that i ſhou!d be believed 
a an arlicle of the faith, or be kou-ht requfite or 
Wceſſary to ſalvation : thot it is not lowful for the 
evurch to ordgin any thing that is contrary to _ 
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word written e refere, although the church 
be a witneſs and à keeper of holy writ, yet as it 
ought not to decree any thing againſt the ſame, jo be- 
fides the ſame ought it not to inforce any thing to be be- 
lieved for neceſſity of ſalvation : that even general coun. 
cils - may err, and ſometimes have erred, even in things 
pertaining unts God: wherefore things ordained by then 
as neceſſa'y to ſalvation, have neither. ſtrength nor 
authority, unleſs it may be declared that they be taken 
out of holy Scripture. Art. 6th, 20th, and 21ſt, 

Great numbers of declarations of the moſt emi- 
nent writers of our church might eaſily be pro- 
duced in confirmation of the ſame doctrine, on 
which this proteſtant church is founded: but the 
biſhop of London's ſhort obſervation in a ſermon 
on church authority lately publiſhed, may be fut- 
ficient : No church, ſays his lordſhip, hes, nor hav 
all churches together any authority to make articles of 
Faith; that Cirijt Feſus was the author and finiſher 
of the faith, to which ncthing can be added, fron 
which ucthing can be taken. 

Wich reſpect to the grand point of religious 
worſhip, every prieſt at his ordination is exhorted 
in the moſt ſolemn manner—con/inually to pray t1 
God the Father by the mediation of our only Savicur 
Teſus Chrift for the heavenly alſiſtancę of the Hoh 
Ghoſt. 


O Lord, who haſt taught us that all our doings 
withour charity are nothing worth ; ſend thy Holy 
Gholt, and pour into our hearts that moſt excel- 
lent gift of charity, the very bond of peace, and 
of all virtues, without which whoſoever liveth 1 
counted dead before thee. Grant this for thine 
only Son Jeſus Chriſt's ſake. Collect on Quinqus- 
geſima. FO | 


Lord, 


4 
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Lord, we beſeech thee, grant thy people grace 
to withſtand the temptations of the world, the 
fleſh, and the devil, and with pure hearts and 
minds to follow thee the only God, through Jeſus 
Chriit our Lord. Collect for Sunday 18th after 
Trinity. | 


O God, the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
our only Saviour, the Prince of peace, look down 
in much pity and compaſſion upon this church and 
nation, now ſeeking unto thee in faſting and pray- 
er; and grant, we beſeech thee, that our humilia- 
tion and repentance may have that bleſſed effect, 
that we may all cleanſe ourſelves from all filthineſs 
of fleſh and fpirit, perfecting holineſs in thy fear. 
Give us grace, O Lord, ſeriouſly to lay to heart 
the great dangers we are in by our unhappy divi- 
ions. Take away all hatred and prejudice, and 
whatſoever elſe may hinder us from godly union 
and concord; that as there is but one body and 
one {pirit, and one hope of our calling, one Lord, 
0:12 faith, one baptiſm, one God and Father of 
us all; ſo we may henceforth be all of one heart 
and of one foul, united in one holy bond of truth 
and peace, of faith and charity, and may with one 
mind and one mouth glorify thee, O God, through 
Jeſus Chriſt our Lord. A prayer for unity ap- 
pointed for the late faſt days. 


Grant, O Lord, that in all our ſufferings here 


upon earth, for the teſtimony of thy truth, we 
may ſtedfaſtly look up to heaven, and by fiith be- 
hd the glory that ſhall be revealed; and being 
tiled with the Holy Ghoſt, may learn to love and 
bleſs our perfecutors, by the example of thy firſt 
martyr ſaint Stephen, who prayed for his murder- 
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ers to thee, O bleſſed Jeſus, who ſtandeſt at the 
right hand of God, to ſuccour all thoſe that ſuf. 
fer for thee our only Mediator and Advocate. 
Collect for Saint Stephen's day. 


This worſhip is expreſsly warranted by Scrip. 
ture; and here we ſhould ſtop, if we take Scrip. 
ture for our guide, or pay an uniform and con- 
ſiſtent regard to the ſolemn determination of the 
church itſelf, which in the 22d article has con- 
demned the Romiſh worſhip, becauſe it is a fond 
thing, veinly invented, and grounded upon no warrants 
of Scripture: and conſequently, we are fully juſti- 
hed in laying aſide the Athanaſian worſhip as be- 
ing unſcriptural, though not ſo bad as popiſh fu- 
perſtition. 


1 


A Diss ER TAT TON upon the famous 


Text, 1 John v. 7; or, Dr. M DonxNELL's 
Anſwer to the ſhort Account of it in the 
Appeal, fully conſidered: 


OU obſerve, that © the account given in 

the Appeal of 1 John v. 7. is far from being 
either juſt, or true;“ Sincere Chriſtian's Anſwer, 
Sc. p. 132. 

Anſ. Let it be reviewed, for I have ſaid nothing 
relating to it, but what | thought juſt and true. 
It is aſſerted in the Appeal, (2d edit. p. 75.) that 
this text has not been found in one Greek manu- 
ſeript older than the invention of printing. 

You aſk, Ho came it to be in any, even at 
that time? And then you labour to ſhew, that it 
could not be interpolated at that time, becauſe 
ſeveral learned men were examining the errors and 
corruptions of the church of Rome; and ſuch a 
material corruption could not have paſſed un- 
noticed: and though many fair copies of the 
Greek manuſcripts were then probably made, to 
render the impreſſions more correct, which, I 
ſuppoſe, are the manuſcripts referred to by the 
Appellant, yet it was morally impoſſible, that the 
addition ſhould be then foiſted in, without being 
obſerved and cenſured. And therefore it follows, 
that it mult have been, at leaſt, in as many manu- 
ſcripts before the invention of printing, as were 
then made for the above purpoſes, in the ſeveral 
different places where printing was firſt authorized.“ 
Vage 1 33. | 


Auf. 


5 
Anſ. Since the publication of the Appeal, the 
ublic has been favoured with a learned ditlertation 
of the great Sir Ilaac Newton upon this very text, 
who has unanſwerably ſhewn, that it is wanting in 
all the o d Greek manuſcripts. -More particularly, 
as to your objcction about tae time of the inven- 
tion of printing, when you take it for granted, 
that this text appeared in ſome Greek manulcripts, 
from whence the Greck Teſtament was firlt printed, 
he has overthrown the foundation, on which this 
pretence is built, by clearly proving that thioſe, 
who print.d the Greek Teltament, did generally 
omit, the teſtimony of the three in Heaven, except in 
Spain. Eraſmus, in his firſt and ſecond edition of 
the Greek Teſtament, omitted this text, in the 
year of our Lord 1516, and 1519, Sir Iſaac has 
likewiſe pointed out leveral other editions, printed 
about that time, that omitted this text. He has 
hkewiſe ſhewn, that the firit edition in Greek, 
which has the teltimony of e three in Heaven, 
was that of Cardinal XNimenes, publiſhed at Com- 
plutum in Spain, in 1521, That the next 
was Eraſmus's third edition of the Greek Teſta— 
ment, in 1522. And that the next was that 
of Robert Stephens, in 1350. — And that this 
is the original, and authority of the printed 

editions through all the Welt. 

With regard to the firſt, namely, that of Car- 
dinal Ximenes, this extraordinary perſon has ſhewn, 
that the text was inſerted without the authority of 
even one Greek manuſcript, and is no more than 
a tranſlation from the Latin, upon the. authority 
of Thomas Aquinas. As to Eraſmus's third 
edition, wherein the text was inſerted, he has 
proved that this was done at the inſtigation of the 
Popiſh party, who loudly complained of the 

omiſſion 
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omiſion, in his two firſt editions: hence to avoid 
their calumnies, as Eraſmus ſaith himſelf, he in- 
ſerted it upon an information out of England, that 
the text was in a manuſcript there; notwithſtand. 

ing that, he ſuſpected the manuſcript to be a new 
one, corrected by the Latin. But remarkable it 
is, that tnis manuſcript, on the authority of which 
the inſertion was founded, has never yet appeared 
in England : if it had really exiſted in this coun- 
try, fure! 'y it would have been found, as being of 
peculiar value. Let it be carefully noted, that 
Eraſmus never ſaw the manuſcript himſelf, but 
only heard there was ſuch a one in England. As 
to Stephens's edition 1550, it has been undeniably 
proved by Mr. Emlyn, as well as Sir Iſaac New- 
ton, that Stephens made uſe of fifteen manuſcripts 
in all, of which ſeven only had the firſt Epiſtle of 
St. john, and that the verſe was wanting in all the 
ſeven; which abſolutely demoliſhes the uſual ar- 
gument drawn from Stephens's manuſcripts in favour 
of the text, as if it had been found in the remain- 
ing eight. Be pleaſed to read a letter from Father 
1 Long, prieſt of the oratory at Paris, to Mr. 
Martin, (Mr. Emlyn's adverſary in this queſtion) 
relating to Stephens's manuſcripts, inſerted in Mr. 
Emlyn” s reply to Mr. Martin; and then doubt of 
it, it you can. 

Upon the whole it undeniably appears, that 
thoſe who firſt printed the Greek Teſtament, ge- 
nerally omitted the teſtimony of the three in Heaven: 
and with regard to thoſe editions, wherein the 
text was inſerted, this was done without the au- 
tority of one Greek manuſcript, it being a tran- 
lation out of Latin into Greek, as plainly ſhewn 
ty Sir Iſaac Newton. 
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With reſpeck to your obſervation, of nineteen 
Geck manuſcripts in Dr. Gregory's collections, 
and what you lay of Dr. Hammond, and Dr. 


Grabe; you ought to know, that this matter has 


been nicely examined, and part! icularly diſcuſſed 
ſince their time, by Mr. Martin an! Mr. Emlyn, 
to whom may be added Dr. Clarke, Mr. Whiſton, 
and Mr. Jackſon, and above all Sir Iſaac Newton, 
whoſe diſſertation has been juſt referred to. 

The reſult of the whole debate is this: Mr. 
Martin particularly mentioned two Greek manu— 
ſcripts as containing this text, and likewiſe pointed 
out the places where they might be- ſeen, namely, 
Berlin and Dublin. Upon enquiry the fact ap- 
peared to be true; and at the ſame time it was 


plainly ſhewn, that they are both of a modern 


date. We have an exact a count of the Berlin 
e from Mr. La Croze, library-kceper to 
the King of Pruſſia, at Berlin, in two letters in— 
ſerted in Mr. Emlyn's works, vol. ii. printed for 


Whiſton and Noon, which be: has demonltrated to 


be a grols impolition on the public, forged by ſome 
ſordid fellow for lucre. The fame gentleman has 
likewiſe given his opinion of the Dublin copy, 
that it is of a very modern date from the very 
ſhape of the letters: the learned * Mr, Jackſon 
thinks it probable, that that part of the manu- 
ſcript in which the text is found, has been added 
ſince the time of Arch- biſhop 7 > a but however 
that be, the beſt judges are agreed, that this copy 
is written in a modern and careleſs hand, and has 
not one genuine mark of antiquity: ſo that the 
matter of fact {ct forth in the Appeal, remains 


* Memoirs of the Life and W ritings of Dr. W ad 
printed for Noon, p. 79. 


unſhaken; 
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unſhaken; there has not yet been found one Greek 
manuſcript before the invention of printing, in 
which this text appears. 

Again, it is aſſerted in the Appeal, that between 
three and four hundred years after our Saviour's 
time, when this very point was debated on both 


fides, this famous text was never quoted, which it 


is impoſſible to conceive ſhould have been neglect- 
ed, if it had been in their Bibles. - 

You do not pretend to deny the aſſertion, but 
endeavour to evade the argument ariſing from it, 
by obſerving, that if “ the Arian controverſy be 
meant at the time of, and for ſome time after the 
Nicene council, the. whole and entire doctrine of 
this text was not the very point debated, it being 
confined to the eſſential unity of the Son with the 
Father; for which the a.lvocates' for that doctrine 
had ſufficient authorities from Scripture, without 
having recourſe to this: and it would have been 
improper to have produced ſuch a text, which 
t:ey toreſaw would bring on a farther queſtion 
avout the Holy Spirit.” NY 

/inſ. Admitting that this was the debate for 
ſome time; I cannot help judging, that ſuch a 
violent party- man as Athanaſius, would have been 
very glad of the aſſiſtance of ſuch a text, if he 
had known it; and that he certainly would have 
quoted this text, appears plain from hence, that he 
makes frequent uſe of the form in baptiſm, where- 
in the Holy Spirit is mentioned, as well as the 
Son: and conſequently, the reaſon which you 
give for the omiſſion of this text, is weak and 
trifling. | 

But I really meant not only the controverſy re- 
lating to the Son, but likewiſe the Holy Spirit, 
which came on, as you rightly obſerve, ſoon after- 

| 3 2 wards. 
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wards: And ſurely, then we might expect to ſee 
a text quoted, that has been always thougit ſo 
direct for the . and on which ſo much 
ſtreſs has been laid by divines of later ages; eſpe⸗ 
cially, if it be e that the repured Otto. 
dox were hunting at that time with all poſſible 
earneſtneſs for every text, and found of a text, 
that could be wire-drawn to maintain their point; 
and yet we find an abſolute ſilence with reſpe to 
this famous text. I ſhall mention ſome remarkable 
inſtances of authors, whoſe buſineſs it was to 
quote this text, becauſe they were profeſſedly ar- 
guing about the Holy Spirit, as well as the Son: 
of this kind are the fathers of the council of Sar- 
dica, in their ſy nodical epiſite ; in which for proof 
of a Trinity of Pericns in one Eſſence, they pro- 
duce John x. 30. but not theſe words, Ihe Father, 
the Word, and the Spir.t, aud theſe three are one; 
which would have been more for their purpoſe, 
It is obſervable, that the Fathers concerned in this 
council, came from ſeveral quarters of Alfa, 
Africa, and Europe, and conſequently, they could 
not be ignorant of this famous text, if it had 
exiſted in the Chr ſtian world. Epiphanius, 
Baſil, Nyſſen, Nazianzen, Didymus, Cryſoſtom, 
Cyril of Alexandria, Ambroſe, Jerom, Auſtin, 
and ſeveral others, though they were profeſſedly 
treating of the Deity of the Ho! y Spirit, as well as 
of that of the Son, never cited theſe words; and 
remarkable it is, that ſome of theſe writers quote 
| the words going before and immediately fol- 
lowing. 
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ages: which you ſuppoſe might be owing to the 
ſmall number of copies, which had been faith- 
fully taken, being either borne down by the far 
greater number of imperfect copies, or rather kept 
up in the hands of a few, during the times of per- 
ſecution; and the Arians again, getting perhaps 
what of them had crept abroad into tneir own 
hands, while power favoured them ; the Orthodox 
did not chuſe to build any thing upon the few 
remaining.“ Page 139. | | 

Anſ. It there had been one genuine copy in the 
whole Chriſtian world, the Orthodox would cer- 
teinly have found it out, and made uſe of it. 
Your ſuppoſition about the Arians is nothing, un- 
leſs you could prove that the Arians ſecure all the 
copies, in which the text was found, whilſt they 
were favoured in the latter end of the reign of 
Conſtantius; which is abſolutely impoſſible, be- 
cauſe the Orthodox had all the power in their 
hands before this time; and after the death cf 
Conſtantius, the conſubſtantial faith generally pre- 
valled in the Weſt: and therefore, if the Arians 
had been guilty of any foul play with regard to 
this text, we ſhould have hcard loud compl-.ints 
of it from the Orthodox, and particularly Atha- 
naſius. But we find an abſolute ſilence as to any 
luch tran action. Accord ing to your own ſuppo- 
ſition, which you make without the leaſt colour of 
evidence, whatever copies the Arians might ſecure, 
the Orthodox had ſeme remaining; and conſe- 
quently, the text would moſt certainly have been 
quoted by che Orthodox writers mentioned above, 
Wo were profeſſedly treating of the ſubject, and 
undeniably wanted the aſſiſtance of ſuch a text; 
as it plainly appears fr-m their copious wr tings, 
that there is no argument, or text of Scripture, 
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which they do not often urge to ſupport their 
cauſe. That ſuch zealous Athandfians ſhould be 
every where inculcating that text of St. John's 
Goſpel, 1 and the Father are one, and ſhould no 
where mention the three in Heaven, and their being 
one, muſt be thought an unanſwerable argument 
with all unprejudiced perſons, that no ſuch text 
exiſted in the Bibles of thoſe times: and therefore 
it is as abſurd to ſuppoſe, that Athanaſian writers 
ſhould take no notice of ſuch a text, if they had 
known it, as it would be for Papiſts in defence of 
tranſubſtantiation, to forbear quoting the words of 
our Saviour, This is my body. Upon ſuppoſition 
of the genuineſs of the text, the caſe is exactly 
parallel: but remarkable it is that this monſtrous 
Popiſh doctrine has the ſound of one genuine. text 


to ſupport it; but the Athanaſian doctrine is deſti- 


tute of the found even of one: upon which ac- 
count this famous text, ever ſince it got footing 
in St. John's Epiſtle, has been eagerly contended 
for in oppoſition to the cleareſt and ſtrongeſt evi- 
dence. The Zral that many Athanaſian writers 
have expreſſed for this trxt in modern times, de- 
monſtrates to my underſtanding the abſolute im- 
poſſibility of its being n glected in the days of 
their predeceſſors 1 in the fourth and fifth centuries, 
if it had really exiſted in any part of the Chriſtian 
world. 

But you endeavour to ſhew, that this text did 
actually exiſt long before the council of Nice, be- 
cauſe Tertullian plainly refers to it, and Cyprian 
expreſsly quotes it, two primitive fathers in the 
third century. 

Your account of Tertullian's reference is this: 


Tertullian, indeed, doth not mention what Scrip- 


ture he takes his allertion from; but the nature 0 
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his argument, and the manner of his expreſſion 
plainly ſhew it to be a direct reference to ſome 
certain Scripture. For after having ſhewn the 
per/onal diſt inction of Father and Son, conſiſtent 
with their eſſential unity, as ſet forth in that text, 
Tohn x. 30. upon which however, his adver- 
tary builds their perſonal unity; he then points 
out the perſonal diſtinction of the Holy Spirit, 
whom his adverſary's doctrine tended alſo to ſet 
forth, as in no fort diſtinct from either Father or 
Son: for whole eſſential unity altogether, there is 
no:withitanding, as ſtrong a foundation in the 
writings of the ſame Apoſtle, as for that of Fa- 
ther and Son : which therefore he clearly refers to, 
by immediately adding, which three are ene; not 
one perſon (as the adverfary would have it,; it 
being expreſſed in the very fame manner, ſays he, 
in which it 1s ſaid (in the ſame Apoſtle's Goſpel) 
I and my Father are one, to ſnew the unity of ſub- 
ſtance {properly eſſence) and not the ſingularity 
of number (or unity pf perfon'. It is to be ob- 
ſerved, that Tertullian having before proved, as 
well the perſonal diſtinction, as the eſſential unity 
oi the two perfons, Father and Son, from the ex- 
preſs words of Scripture; his argument for the 
ſame diftinciion and unity of-the three Perſons, 
would by no means have the fame concluſive force, 
or rather no force at all againſt his adverſary, if 
he did not equally ſhew it with regard to both, to 
epend upon the ſame authority, namely, the ex- 
preſs words of Scripture. From whence you in- 
fer, that the text exiſted in Tertullian's time, and 
that not in the Latin, but in the Greek, from 
Whence he muſt have taken it.” Pages 135—137. 
Anſ. You have repreſented Tertullian's words 
in ſuch a manner, that a reader not very attentive, 
4 might 
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might eaſily imagine that the words were an ex- 
preſs quotation from St. John's Epiſtle, though 
you are obliged to grant, that Tertullian doth not 
mention the S.ripture, from whence this paſſage is 
taken. In order to aſcertain Tertullian's ſenſe, 
let the context be ſet down *. The Paraclete ſhall 
take of mine, lays Chriſt, as he himſelf did of the 
Father's; thus the connexion of the Father in the 
Son, and of the Son in the Paraclete, makes the 
three cloſely joined together, which three are one, 
but not one Perſon; as it is ſail, I ard my Father 
are one. Here we ſee that theſe words, which three 
are one, are not a quotation from Scripture, but an 
Interpretation of his own deduced from what he 
had ſaid of the Holy Spirit taking from Chriſt, as 
he did from the Father ; thus, ſays he, there is an 
union between the Son and the Paraclete, as there 
is between the Son and the Father; then in the 
next ſtep he deduces their cloſe union with each 
other; from whence he draws this concluſion, hat 
the three are one, as it is expreſly written of the 
Father and the Son, I and my Father are one. The 
text in St. John's Epiſtle is this: There are three 
that bear record in beaver, the Father, the Word, 
and the Holy Gboſt; and theſe three are one: where- 
as Tertullian's words are, The connexion of the 
Father in the Son, and of the Son in the Paraclete, 
makes the three cloſely joined together z which 
three are one, not one Perſon, as it is ſaid, I and 
my Father are one. Which plainly ſhews that this 
was not a quotation from Sc. John's Epiſtle, as 
being very different from his expreſs words: if it 


Tertullian contra Prax. De meo ſumet, inquit, ficut iple - 
de Patris, ita connexus Patris in Filio, et Filu in Paracleto, 
tres efficit cohærentes alterum ex altero, qui tres unum ſunt, 
non unus ; quomodo d ictum eſt, Ego et Pater unum ſumus. bad 

> ” , 4 


4411 

had been cited from Scripture, he would have ſaid, 
as it is ſaid, or written, which is expreſsly applied 
to our Saviour's words, IJ and my Father are one. 
As Tertullian proves the union of the Paraclete 
with Chriſt, and ſo with, the Father, from theſe 
words of Chriſt, he ſhall take of mine; this unde- 
riably ſhews, that he could produce no text, where- 
in the union of the three Perſons is expreſsly affirm- 
ed, as that of the Father and the Son is; and con- 
ſequently, we have Tertullian's authority from 
this very paſſage, when his ſenſe is thoroughly 
weighed, that he knew no ſuch text as the three in 
Heaven, and their being one, Add to this, that 
Tertullian would cel tainly have cited this famous 
text in his voluminous writings, if he had found 
it in his Bible; and more eſpecially, when he be- 
came a Montaniſt, it being more for his purpoſe 
than John x. 30, which he frequently quotes, and 
particularly in this book, contra Fraxeam. Where- 
as this pretended text, fo well calculated to ſupport 
his notion of the Trinity, derived from the Mon- 
taniſts, is never cited. It is worth obſerving, that 
in Pamelius's edition of Tertullian's works, dedi- 
cated to Pope Gregory the 13th, we have an index 
of all the texts of Scripture cited by this volum- 
nous writer: but the learned editor takes no notice 
of the 7th verſe being cited at all, though he pro- 
duces ſeveral inſtances of verſes in the ſame chap- 
ter expreſsly quoted, namely, the firſt, eighth, 
eleventh, twelfth, thirteenth, ſixteenth, and twen- 
ty-firſt. Upon the whole, we have the higheſt 
rcalon to believe that, as Tertullian in his copious 
writings,” never quotes this famous text, it did 


2 exiſt in his days, either in the Latin, or the 
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But you obſerve, that “ Cyprian, the diſciple 
of Tertullian, is {till more explicit. In his book 
concerning the unity of the church, he hath theſe 
words: the Lord ſaith, I and my Father are one; 
and again, of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, 
it is written, and theſe three are one. Now, how 
of theſe laſt words it can be ſaid, that they are 
only a myſtical interpretation of the 8th verie, no 
man, I am ſure, of common ſenſe can at all ima- 
gine. And yet Dr. Clarke hath ſtrangely run into 
it, building his conjecture upon the weak and 
groundleſs ſurmiſes of two Latin fathers, Euche— 
rius and Facundus, who lived long after the days 
of Cyprian, though confronted by the expreſs au- 
thority of another, as able as either of them, and 
older than the laſt, With reſe& to Eucherius, it 
has been proved, that he quoted this text in the 
beginning of the fifth century: while Facundus, 
who lived about the middle of the ſixth century, 
not finding it in the copies conſulted by him, and 
yet exprelsly quoted by Cyprian, endeavours to 
account tor this, by turning Cyorian's words into 
a myſtical interpretation of the eighth verſe z which 
however, was no: though: 07 till above an hundred 
years after Cyprian.” Pages 137, 138. 

Anſ. You fer out very untortunately ; for the 
queſtion 13 not, waether the myſtical interpreta- 
tion of the 8th verſe be right and juſt; but whe- 
ther in fact it really prevailed: now you yourſelf 
are obliged to acknowledge, that ſome writers 
after Cyprian's time, and in the ſame country, 
did interpret the 2th verſe, namely, the ſpirit, and 
the water, and the blood, of Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghoſt. And if other writers did give this 
interpretation, where is the abſurdity of ſuppoſing 
that Cyprian might do the ſame? Mr. Emlyn wm 
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Sir Iſaac Newton, make it highly probable, that 
Cyprian's words refer to a myſtical interpretation 
of the 8th verſe. They have ſhewn, that Auſtin, 
a very eminent African writer, interpreted the 8ch 
verſe in this myſtical way; and likewiſe, that 
Fucherius, biſhop of Lyons, in his queſtions upon 
this very Epiſtle, informs us, that the ſpirit, water, 
and blood, was generally interpreted in this myſti- 
cal way, though in a manner ſomewhat different 
from Auſtin, Sir Iſaac's difſertation has this re- 
mark upon the citation of biſhop Eucherius's 
words: we may allo determine, that the biſhop 
could not have in his copy, the teſtimony of the 
three in Heaven; as, I think, he. muſt then have 
formed his queſtion, upon the whole, not a part 
of the paſſage; and becauſe he has omitted the 
words in Farth, which is never done by th fe, who 
cite this teſtimony (ſee p. 12.); and theretore, it 
does not ſeem confiſtent with the ſame Eucherius's 
quoting the 7th verſe in other parts of his writings, 
there being no ſort of occaſion for, or rather a 
great impropriety in, the myſtical interpretation 
of the $th verſe, it the 7th had then exilted. 
For in this caſe, the Apoſtle is ſuppoſed to ſpeak 
of the three Perſons in their plain and proper cha- 
racter in one verſe; and then immediately after in 
the next verſe, to mention the ſame perſons in a 
dark and myſtical way. Indeed, the myſtical in- 
terpretation of the 8th verſe, that obtained not 
only among the Latins, but the Greeks, as ſhewn 
by Sir Iſaac Newton, directly proves that the 7th 
verſe did not exiſt, it being a plain caſe, that men 
of ſenſe and learning would not have recourſe to 
ar- fetched and myſtical interpretations, if a plain 
declaration proper for their purpoſe lay before 
chem. With reſpect to the quotation of this text 


by 
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by Eucherius, to which you refer, Mr. Emlyn has 
offered very conſiderable evidence to ſhew, that it 
is an interpolation ; or, admitting the genuineſs of 
It, this is the firſt clear mention of this text by 
any Chriſtian writer, which was not till a conſider. 

able way in the fifch century. 
But to return to Cyprian's ſuppoſed quotation of 
this famous text: Facundus, who lived in Africa 
about the middle of the ſixth century, not only in- 
terprets the 8th verſe in a myſtical ſenſe, but ex- 
preſsly tells us, that Cyprian interpreted the words 
in the ſame manner. As to the authority of Ful- 
gentius, which has been uſually brought to con- 
front that of Facundus, to which you refer, Mr. 
Emlyn has ſhewn, that his teſtimony is to far from 
contradicting that of Facundus, that it rather con- 
firms it. The evidence of this myſtical interpre- 
ration, 1s not at all weakened by your calling it the 
weak and groundleſs ſurmiſes ot two Latin fathers. 
Surely, Chriſtian biſhops, muſt be thought com- 
petent witneſſes of an interpretation of a t xt of 
Scripture that uſually prevailed, and likewiſe of 
their own opinion re ating to it. There is no di- 
rect evidence produced to ſhew, that Auſtin was 
the firſt who introduced this myſtical interpreta- 
tion: on the other ſide we have pofitive evidence, 
that Cyprian ſo underſtood the words of the 8th 
verſe : and Sir Iſaac Newton ſeems to make it not 
improbable, that this interpretation was at firſt de- 
rived from the Montaniſts, to countenance their 
notion of the Trinity; and that Tertullian's words 
cited above, refer to this interpretation, becauſe he 
was a Montaniſt, when he wrote his treatiſe againſt 
Praxeas. Notwithſtanding, your charge of wilful 
obſtinacy, it is infinitely more probable, that Cy- 


prian ſhould make uſe of the myſtical interpreta- 
tion 
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tion of the 8th verſe, for which there is direct and 
poſitive evidence, than that he ſhould have a pri- 
vate copy, in which he found the 7th verſe, in op- 
poſition to all the Greek manuſcripts of the New 
Teſtament, all the ancient verſions, and all the 
councils, fathers, commentators, and other writers 
of at leaſt the four firſt centuries of the church; 
it Eucherius, who lived in the fifth century, 
quoted it, which is far from being probable. It is 
obſervable, that Cyprian does not cite the words 
as they are now in the text; for he ſays, Father, 
en (not the word), and Holy Gheſt. 

Again, you obſerve, “that about the latter end 
of the fifth century, Eugenius, Liſhop of Car- 
thage, preſented a confeſſion of faith, with the other 
biſhops of Africa, to Hunneric, king of the Van- 
dals; wherein they expreſsly cite theſe words of 
St. John: while the Arians, who were in high 
favour with that prince, never once, as to what 
apf ears, objected to their authenticity.” P. 138. 

4:/. It has been juftly anſwered by Mr. Emlyn, 
that the credit of Victor Vitenſis's hiſtory, in 
which this acconnt 1s delivered, 1s of little autho- 
rity, as 1t relates ſeveral ſtrange miracles, not un- 
like monk ſh legends. But let its authority be ad- 
mitted, it is very plain that this text had not been 
long in uſe, becauſe Auſtin and Cerealis, both 
Airican biſhops, of the ſame country, and in the 
lame age, were unacquainted with this famous text. 
It ſcems highly probable, that at the latter end of 
the fifth century, ſome pretended this for text, 
which had been only a myſtical interpretation of 
tac eighth verſe. 

You do well to ſay, that the Arians never once, 
es 4% what appears, objected to the authenticity of 
ine text at that time: for remarkable it is, that 
the 
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the reputed Orthodox have taken particular cars 
to ſuffer nothing to appear, that the Arians had to 
fay for themieiv.s. Surely, there muſt have been 
many Arian writings during the ſpace of two, or 


three hundred years. But their adverſaries; when 


they had got full power in their hands, demoliſh- 
ed all their books. It is the duty of all ſincere 
Chriſtians, to adore an. ble's the good providence 
of the one God and Father of all, that the Scrip- 
rures have been tranſmitted down to us, through 
corrupting, and corrupted ages of the apoſtate 
church, in a {tate of purity, with reſpect to the 
main anc eſſential points; and that ſo many pri- 
mitive writers are ſtil! left, by the aſſiſtance of 
which all groſs errors may be reformed. 

The moſt rrobable account of the inſertion of 
this famous text 1s this: as the myſtical interpre- 
tation of the 8th verſe chiefly prevailed i in Africa, 
ic was wrote into the margin of ſome Latin manu- 
ſcript, which was a common pract ce, as obſerved 
by learned men; and afterwards it was tranſcribed 
out of the margin into the text. Neither is this 
mere conjecture; Sir Haac Newton obſerves, that 
in ſome od manaſcripts it has been ſound noted in 
the margin; and when it is found inſerted into the 
text, it is plainly ſuch as -ought o ariſe by tran- 
ſcribing it out of the margin into the text. The 
fame extraordinary perſon has diſtinctly ſhewn, 
that the text crept out of the Latin into the 
Greek, when the Greck Teſtament was firſt print- 
ed, and this only in fome few editions, it being 
generally omitted by thoſe who printed the Greek 
Teſtament. Hence it is accounted for, why this 
text is wanting in the manuſcripts of all languages, 
but the Latin ; ; and with reſpect to the Latin, it 
has been ſhewn by the ſame learned perſon, that it 
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is wanting in the molt ancient Latin manuſcripts, 
Hence we ſee the plain reaſon, why it was never 
cited by the primitive writers; why it appears 
earlier in the Latin than in the Greek copies, and 
how it cam- at laſt into the Greek ones of modern 
date, and in a Latin dreſs, as obſerved by the 
learned. 

ln the next place you call upon me to ſhew, 
« that any one learned min, who ever ſincerely 
proteſſed the eſtabliſhed belief of this doctrine, 
and impartially weighed and conſidered every ar- 
gument that could be brought for, or againſt it, 
hath, either in this, or any other age, ſince the 
firit ſettled acknowledgment of it, given up the 


authenticity of this text, as it is aſſerted in the 


Appeal.“ Page 140. 

A. J am ready to produce my vouchers under 
their own hands: the one is Mr. La Croze, libra- 
ry keeper to the king of Pruſſia at Berlin, and 
the o her is the learned Dr. Wall. Theſe are the 
words of Mr. La Croze, in a letter printed in Mr. 
Emlyn's works: *I am ready to hazard life itſelf 
for that moſt certain doctrine of the divinity of 
our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and other points deduced 
from it by our divines, but never could think that 
this doctrine {which may be clearly demonſtrated 
from many authorities in the New Teſtament) was 
poſſible to be maintained by doubttul and falſe 
arguments, without the utmolt danger of the truth 
elf, What chictly prevailed with me to de- 
part from my former opinion (namely, the genui- 
nels of this text) is the ſilence of Athanaſius, 
who never appealed to that verſe of St. John, 
which yet would have been of great ſervice to him, 
if it had been found in the copies of his time.“ 
Let Dr. Wall's own words be produced, in his cri- 
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tical remarks on the place. This verſe, ſays 
he, is in no Greek manuſcript, nor was in the Bi— 
bles of the ancient chriſtians ; nor ever made uſe 
of by them, in their diſputes with the Arians. 
Mill has ſo defended it, that he who thought it 
genuine before, will now conclude it to be inter- 
polated by ſome Latin icribe firſt. The doctrine is 
plain from other paſſages.” * 

Thus 1 have produced the open profeſſion of 
learned men, who believed the Athanaſian doc- 
trine and the genuineſs of this famous text, but 
upon an impartial examination of all the argu- 
ments pro and con, have fairly given up the text. 
To whom may be added father Simon, who, I 
ſuppoſe, believed the Athanaſian doctrine. What 
Dr. Randolþh's private ſentiments are, I know not; 


but certain it is, that he has not quoted it in his 


Vindication of the doctrine of the Trinity in an- 
ſwer to the Eſſay on Spirit, though he has collec- 
ted the moſt conſiderable texts that are uſually 
alledged to prove the Athanaſian doctrine. 

As to my aſſertion about the text being printed 
in a different character in the firſt Engliſh bibles 
after the reformation, you allow the fact to be 
true, but deny the motive upon which it was done, 
namely, that it was wanting in the original Greek, 
For you inſiſt upon it, that the text was in many 
ancient manuſcripts long before the invention of 
printing. But the contrary has been undeniably 
ſhewn, namely, that it was firſt inſerted without 
the authority of one ſingle Greek manuſcript. The 
difference between the Greek and Latin copies was 


The laſt ſentence I quote by memory, and therefore am not 
certain of the very words, but believe the ſentiment to be his: 
the other part I read in a treatiſe of Mr. Whiſton's, 
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indeed the true reaſon for printing it in a different 
character, and not any difference, as you ſuggeſt, 
in the Greek copies, in which it was totally want- 
ing. 

Again, you take it for granted, © that from 
the time of Queen Elizabeth the diſtinction in 
printing the Engliſh bibles was prudently dropt, 
becauſe the perſons employed in reviſing the Eng- 
liſh tranſlation of the Scriptures thought, that the 
continuance of ſuch a diſtinction, with regard to 
a text, whoſe authority their own further enqui- 
ries found to be ſufficiently eſtabliſhed, would on- 
ly prove matter of ntedleſs ſcruples and doubts 
in the minds of the people.” p. 141. 

Anſ. One would naturally judge from hence, 
that ſome new evidence had appeared ſince the 
year 1566, when the diſtinction was found, be- 
cauſe atter this time the verſe was printed in our 
Engliſh bibles as genuine Scripture. But remark- 
able it is, that the more this affair has been exa- 
mined, the leſs the evidence appears in favour of 
the text, which is always the caſe of a weak cauſe, 
Since the time mentioned above, the Alexandrian 
manuſcript, very valuable upon account of its an- 
tiquity, as being above fourteen hundred years 
old, has been brought into England, and in this 
the text is wanting. Beſides, Eraſmus's Britiſh 
copy has never been found, and the Complutenſian 
Teſtament, and the miſtake about Stephens's ſe- 
ven manuſcripts, were not thought to be ſo deſt;e 
tute of all weight, as now they appear to be. 

Laſtly, it is obſerved in the Appeal, that the 
ſenſe of the apoſtle is much better without this fa- 
mous text according to the reading of all the 
Greek manuſcripts: on the other hand, you la- 

our to ſhew, that the apoſtle's argument neceſſa- 
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rily requires it, and therefore it ſhould be eſteemed 
genuine, Let our different interpretations be fair. 
ly reviewed, and compared together. And what 
you have offered, ſhall be firſt conſidered. 

In order to ſhew the manifold defect the apo- 
ſtle's argument would labour under, if this text 
was omitted, you give a ſhort account of the for. 
mer chapter and the beginning of this, to which 
I have no objection, as being plain and clear; 
neither do I object to what you have ſaid relating 
to the 5th and th verſes. - After which you go on 
thus : 

gut becauſe the apoſtle, by. thus confining 
this teſtimony merely to the Spirit, might ſeem to 
contradict Chriſt's attributing the ſame diſtinEly 
in his Goſpel, to his Father, to himſelf, and to the 
Holy Spirit, John v. 37. viii. 18,—xv. 26, to 
obviate this, he immediately adds; for there are 
three that bear record in heaven; the Father, the 
Word, and the Holy Spirit; and theſe three are 

3 plainly thereby referring to the words of 
Chriit concerning this teſtimony z who alſo in the 
lame Goſpel, declaring himſelf and the Father to 
be one; the Spirit here, by the apoſtle, declares 
the Father, the Son; and himſelf, in the ſame 
manner, to be one alſo; and conſequently, the | 
teſtimony of the Spirit to be that of the three 
perſons.““ p. 142. 

Anſ. The reaſon you aſſign for the addition of 
the 7th verſe, namely, leſt the apoſtle by confin- 
ing his teſtimony merely to the Spirit, might ſeem 
to contradict Chriſt's attributing the ſame to him- 
felt and the Father, is without weight and force, 
becauſe the Father's bearing witneſs, and the Son's 
bearing witneſs, are expreſsly ſet forth by the wa- 
ter and blood. God the Father gave a very fe- 

| markable 
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markable teſtimony to Chriſt, at the time of his 
baptiſm, when there came a voice from heaven; 
ſaying, This 1s my beloved Son, in whom ] am well. 
pleaſed. And the blood naturally fignifes the teſ- 
timony of the Son, which he exhibited by ſhedding 
his blood to confirm the truth of his being the Son 
of God, and his reſurrection from the dead unde- 
niably proved that his teſtimony was true. And 
therefore the apoſtle had no occaſion to add the 
Father, the Word, and the Holy Spirit, as being 
witneſſes, to obviate a ſeeming contradiction. 
The profeſſed deſign of the apoltle is to prove 
the certainty of Chriſt's coming by witneſſes. But 
how does the teſtimony given by the three in bea- 
ꝛen prove the point? If their teſtimony be not 

wen to men, how does it prove to them the truth 
of Chriſt's coming? If it be given to men, how 
is the teſtimony in heaven diſtinguiſhed from that 
on carth? It is the ſame Spirit which witneſſes 
in heaven and in earth, If in both caſes (name- 
ly, the witneſſing in heaven and in earth,) it wit- 
neſſes to us men; wherein hes the difference be- 
tween its witneſſing in heaven, and its witneſſing in 
earth? If in the firſt caſe, (namely, its witneſſ-⸗ 
ing in heaven) it does not witneſs to men, to 
whom doth it witneſs? and to what purpoſe? and 
how does its witneſſing make to the deſign of St. 


John's diſcourſe? * So that either the three in 


heaven bearing witneſs, is nothing to the apoſtle's 
point, or elſe it is exactly the ſame thing with the 
witneſſing in earth, and conſequently the witneſſ- 
ing in heaven is abſolutely needleſs. From whence 
the impropriety of this famous text plainly ap- 
pears, as it interrupts and ſpoils the apoſtle's ſenſe. 


* This is taken from Sir Iſaac Newton's Diſſertation, p 76. 
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When you infer from the words, that the Father, 
Son, and Spirit are one, as the Father and Son are 
one, and that the teſtimony of the Spirit is that 
of the three perſons, you argue upon the ſuppoſi- 
tion, that St, John entertained the notion of three 
perſons and one God, which I have effectually 
overthrown z and likewile that the text is genuine, 
which has been abundantly diſproved : but let the 
text be admitted as genuine, and it by no tneans 
follows that the Spirit is one in the fame ſenſe with 
the Father and Son, as ſet forth John x. 30. be- 
cauſe the apoſtle is expreſsly ſpeaking of bearing 
witneſs or giving teſtimony ; and conſequently, 
the moſt natural interpretation of the three being 
one is, that they agree in the ſame teſtimony : 
ſo that all the learned pains you employ to eſta- 
bliſh the genuineſs of the text, if you could effec- 
tually gain your point, will not anſwer your pur- 
poſe with reſpect to the Athanaſian doctrine. 

You go on thus: But becauſe it might be till 
queſtioned in what manner this teſtimony was con- 
veyed, and what were the principal facts te which 
it is pointed, the apoſtle further declares, that 
there are three alſo that bear witneſs in earth ;, the ſpi- 
rit, water, and ihe blocd; and theje three agree in ont: 
that is, this teſtimony tending to the one and 
the ſame end, is conveyed to mankind 1n a three- 
fold manner.” Your interpretation of the ſpirit 
water, and blood, is the ſame with mine, only as 
to the blood, I add the reſurrection, which was 
connected with his death. For that this three- 
fold manner of conveying the teſtimony principal- 
ly regards tranſactions here upon earth, is plain 
from the words, and here are three that bear wit- 
neſs in earth; which laſt words, in ear/h, together 
with the copulative ad, in the beginning of = 

en- 
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ſentence, as they clearly refer to the foregoing 
mention of the three witneſſes in heaven, are 
omitted and changed in the Appeal; though in 
many of the Greek copies, where even the whole 
7th verſe is omitted, theſe are notwithſtanding re- 
tained.” p. 142, 143. 

Anſ. Here you mention the ſpirit, the water, 
and the blood witneſſing the ſame thing with the 
three in heaven: for ſurely the Spirit witneſſing 
by his gifts, the Father by a voice from heaven, 
and the Son by ſhedding his blood and riſing again, 
is the very fame thing with the three in heaven 
bearing witneſs, Now the deſign of the apoſtle 
being to prove to men the truth of Chriſt's com- 
ing by witneſſes, he could have no poſſible reaſon 
to ſpeak of the three witneſſing in heaven, becauſe 
the force of his argument depends upon the teſti- 
mony being given to men; their witneſſing in hea- 
ven could not prove to men on earth the truth of 
Chriſt's coming. But if in both caſes you ſup- 
poſe them to bear witneſs to men, where then is 
the difference, as obſerved before, between the 
teſtimony given in heaven, and the teſtimony given 
on earth? 

You ſpeak poſitively of many Greek copies re- 
taining the words in earth together with the copu- 
lative and, where even the whole 7th verſe is omit- 
ted; from whence you draw an argument in fa- 
vour of the text, as they refer to the foregoing 
mention of the three witneſſes in heaven. On the 
other hand, Sir Iſaac Newton, upon a very careful 
examination of this affair, aſſures us, that all the 
real Greek manuſcripts uniformly agree in this 
reading, for there are three that bear record, the 
Spirit, the water, and the blood; and theſe three agree 
in One, 
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You go on thus: © The apoſtle having thus 
ſhewn the nature, force, and manner of the teſti. 
mony, ſtrongly argues, as our Saviour did in a 
Parallel caſe, John viii. 17, 18. that ſince we re- 
ceive the teſtimony of fallible men, when attend- 
ed with the requiſite conditions of quality and 
number; we ought much more readily to acknow- 
ledge this teſtimony of theſe three divine perſons, 
who from the unity of their nature, muſt infallibly 
concur in teſtifying the truth, and which therefore 
mult be the teſtimony of God himſelf ; and con- 
ſequently, it being as to the number of the wit- 
neſſes, alſo plainly unexceptionable, of infinitely 
gr atcr force than any human teſtimony whatſo- 
ever. Wherein it ſhould be obſerved that the apo- 
ſtle could not with any propriety call the bare 
manner of conveying the teſtimony, and the facts 
to which it referred (which facts for the moſt part 
were merely human tranſactions) the direct and 
immediate teſtimony of God; if he had not in 
the 7th verſe declared who the witneſſes were. 
Nor could he affirm the immediate teſtimony of 


the Spirit, mentioned in the. 6th verfe, to be as 


Immediately the teſtimony of God, if he had not 
alſo ſhewn in tne ſame 7th verſe the unity of the 
ſame Spirit with the Father and Son; and conle- 
quently, that he was actually and truly God. For 
though to enforce the reaſonablenels of receiving 
this teſtimony, he immediately ſubjoins; for this 
is the teſtimony of God, which he teſtified con- 
cerning his Son; yet becauſe the words of the 8th 
verſe, taken without any reſpe& to the 7th, da 
only expreſs three differen. teſtimonies of one and 
the ſame witneſs to three different facts; each of 
which however in human judicatures, would re- 
quire two witneſſes at leaſt; and becauſe the teſ- 

timony 
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timony of the Spirit in the 6th verſe, though it 
might even, according to your account, be remote- 
ly applied to God, is yet no more than the imme- 
diate teſtimony of one; which, therefore, by the 
apoſtle's comparing this teſtimony with the force 
of human evidence, is not ſo ſtrong, in reſpect 
of number, as the latter, and which he yet means 
it ſhould appear to exceed in all points: it is evi- 
dent to make it ſuperior in poing of number alſo, 
that he here refers to the three witneiles ſpecified 
in the 7th verſe, and that the teſtimohy of God 
the Father, is underſtood by him to imply the 
teſtimony of the other two. For he hath already 
declared, that this teſtimony is alſo the teſtimony 
of the Spirit; and that the Son jointly with the 
Father and Holy Spirit, bears equally teſtimony of 
himſelf, and that theſe three are one: the teſtimo- 
ny therefore of each, muſt be the teſtimony of 
either of the other two, or of all together. The 
apoſtle therefore ſcruples not to add, in the 10th 
verſe, he that believeth in the Son of God, hath 
this teſtimony in himſelf; that is, he that believ- 
eth in the Son, mult not only aſſent to his teſti- 
mony, but alſo in that acknowledge the force of 
the united teſtimonies of the Father and Holy Spi- 
rit, the one ſtill reciprocally implying the other, 
and thereby be ſo fully poſſeſſed of the force of 
the whole evidence as to need no other aſliſtance 
but that of his perfect faith therein to enable him 
to overcome the world, as he had before declared: 
to ſhew the nature of which faith, and the evi- 
dence upon which it is founded, he entered into 
this detail; of which, therefore, this full, clear, 
and fair unfolding mult evidently ſhew, to every 
man of common ſenſe and reflection, the material 
defect the apoſtle's whole argument would labour 
G 8 4 under, 
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under, if this text was not admitted to ſtand 4 
part thereof.“ p. 143—14 5. 

Anſ. 1 agree with you, that the apoſtle in the 
gth verſe goes on ſtrongly arguing, as our Saviour 
did in a parallel caſe, John vii. 17, 18. that ſince 
we receive the teſtimony of two or three credible 
witneſſes, we ought much more readily to acknow- 
ledge the threefold witneſs of God, namely, the 
ſpirir, the baptiſm, and paſſion of Chriſt : for 
theſe three are expreſsly {aid to bear record or wit- 
neſs of the truth of Chrilt's coming: from whence 
the apoſtle juſtly obſerves that theſe three witneſſes 
are the te!\imony of God himſelf, not a Being con- 
fiſting of three divine perions, as you infer, for 
God in this very verſe is expreſsly diſtinguiſhed 
from his Son, and therefore neceſſarily means the 
Father. Sure'y God may be properly ſaid to wits 
neſs at the baptiſm of Chriſt by the voice from 
heaven; by raiſ ng him from the dead, when he 
had ſhed his b'ood ; and by ſending his Holy Spi- 
rit, which is expreſsly called _ witneſs of God 
bimfelf by St. Paul, Heb. ii. 4. Gcd alſo bearing 
them witneſs wits _ ar; gif 8 2 tbe Holy Gbeſt : 
and | conſequenth y, the apoſtle might with the ut- 
moſt propriety call the ſpitit, water, and blood 
the teſtimony of God, it being exactly agreeable 
to Scripture trath : fo that the ſenſe of the apoſtle 
is plain, natural, and complete without the wit- 

eſies in heaven; whereas the inſertion of them in- 
terrupts and ſpoils it. 

W 22: you obſerve nex: uh "A reſpect to the Spirit, 
's directly anſwered: b ain Scripture language 


ready p 3 hich calls the Spirit's bearing 
witneis the teſtimony of God himſelf, and indeed 
with the higheſt reaſon, becauſe God employed 
the Spirit in vario2s ways to atteſt the rrath of of 
5 
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chriſtianity. Your inference, that the Spirit is 
one with the Father and Son, and conſequently, 
truly God, is founded on the ſuppoſition, that the 
text is genuine, and likewiſe that the unity here 
mentioned, has reference to nature and effence ; 
whereas it neceſſarily ſignifies agreement in teſti- 
mony, this being the only conſiſtent ſenſe to an- 
ſwer the apoſtle's purpoſe, if the text be admit- 
ted. 

Your next paragraph proceeds upon the ſu 
ſition that the ſpirit, the water, and the blood, 
are not three witneſſes, but only three different 
teſtimonies of one and the ſame witneſs to three 
diferent facts, each of which requires at leaft 
two witneſles ; and therefore it is neceſſary to be- 
lieve, that the apoſtle here refers to the three wit- 
neſſes in the 7rh verſe; and that the teſtimony of 
God the Father, is underſtood by him to imply 
the teſtimony of the other two. Now the apoſtle 
expreſcly affirms, that the ſpirit, and the water, and 
the blood, are three diſtinct witneſſes, and that 
they all agree in witneſſing the ſame thing; (name- 
!y, that the Son of God is come) and the apoſtle 
no leſs plainly declares, that the teſtimony given 
by theſe three witneſſes, is the witneſs of Ged, which 
be bath teſtied of bis Son; the ſpirit, water, and 
blood, may be juſtly tiled the threefold witneſs of 
God, as explained above, and conſequently, ought 
to be eſteemed of greater weight than any human 
teſtimony. By departing from the apoſtleꝰs ſenti- 
ment. you introduce nothing but confuſion: you 
call the witnefſes three facts which require other 
witneſſes; whereas the fact to be proved was but 
dne, namely, that the Son of God is come; and 
ct this fact the ſpirit, water, and blood are repre- 
tented dy the apoſtle as ſufficient witneſſes, and 
very 
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very juſtly ſtiles their witneſſing the teſtimony of 
God himſelf, betauſe he was immediately con- 
cerned in exhibiting to men theſe three diſtinct wit- 


neſſes of the coming of Chriſt. 


You are very ſollicitous to eſtabliſh the notion 


of three witneſſes; but you little conſider the con- 


ſequence, when at the ſame time you labour to 
Thew, that theſe three witneſſes are one being; 
from whence it neceſſarily follows that they were 
but one witneſs: one God is but one witneſs, 
though doubtlets of infinitely greater weight than 


millions of rational creatures. 


It is remarkable, that this very text, admitting 
the genuineſs of it, demonſtrates the abſurdity of 
the Athanaſian doctrine. „Of all the notions, or 
ſentiments, we can form of our Almighty Maker, 
there 1s none more - plain and obvicus than this, 
namely, that the whole difference betwixt his tel- 
timony and that of any other rational being what- 
ever, conſiſts in this, and in this only, that his 
teſtimony is moſt weighty; and exactly in propot- 
tion to the rational evidence there is, that ſuch or 
ſuch a thing is really teſtified by him : but his in- 
finite perfections, particularly, his infinite veracity, 
only adds 2we7ght to his teſtimony, but by no means 
multiplies it: or, in other words, it makes him 
only a more weighty witneſs, but not more witneſſes, 
than the meaneſt honeſt man: his teſtimony is 
doubtleſs more to be regarded than the teſtimony 
of millions; but ſtill it is as ſingle, as much one, 
as his being is. As therefore ene being can be but 
one <witneſs ; conſequently, ſince there are in this 
text expreſsly ſaid to be three witneſſes, or three 
that bear record, they mult of neceſſity be three 
diſtinct beings, as much as three diſtinct witneſſes; 
becauſe one being can be but one witne/s, This is 
con- 
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confirmed by theſe words in the gth verſe, if we 
receive the witneſs of men, the witneſs of God is 
greater , but was it ever heard of, in the whole 
chriſtian world that the witneſs of God is more nu- 
| merbus, as well as greater? or, where would be ei- 

ther the ſenſe or truth of it, if it were fo ſaid ? If 
therefore one being can be but one witneſs, which 
ſcems a ſelf-evident propoſition, where there are 
three diſtin witneſſes (as in this text) they muſt 
be three diſtinct beings.” “ 


— 


7 
1 It is remarkable that God in the gth verſe ne- 
ceſſarily ſignifies the perſon of the Father as diſtin- 
U g. aiſhed from his Son : and whereas you affirm that 
f tie teſtimony of God the Father, as underſtood b 
r the apoltle ro imply the teltimony of the other 
, two; if by this you mean that they are one being 
„ this i> begging the queſtion, and ſuppoſing that the 
. apoſtle had the Athanaſian trinity in his head, 
— which J have effectually overthrown: in any other 
is ſenſe it will not anſwer your purpoſe; the teſtimo- 
[= ny of God may be juſtly underſtood to imply the 
Ir teſtimony of the Son and Spirit, becauſe they are 
inferior agents, through whom God principally has 
y. delivered his teſtimony to men. 
NS As to your expoſition of the 10th verſe, he that 
m believe th in the Son of God, hath this teſtimony 
% in himſelf, you 2 upon the ſuppoſition of 
is dhe genuineſs of the 7th verſe: the plain meaning 
ny ol it is, to ſhew what is the fruit or advantage of 
de, believing that Jeſus is the Son of God, which is 
ut this, that he hath received into his mind the ſame 
nis teſtimony of God, which is the ſame thing with 
ree 
ree * This was communicated to me ſome years ago in a private 
4; M lett er by a very worthy and pious confelfor of Glaſgow i in Scot- 


und, Mr. William Paul by name. 
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receiving the witneſs of God, verſe 9. On the 
other hand, the apoſtle in the ſame verſe repreſents 
the evil of not believing the teſtimony of God, 
that this is in effect making God a liar, becauſe 
he believeth not the record that God gave of his 

Son. | 
Having thus particularly examined what you 
have offered in order to ſhew the defect of the 
apoltle's argument, if this text was not admitted 
and having pointed out the inſufficiency of your 
obſervations in every reſpect; I ſhall now conſider 
the profeſſed defign of the apoſtle in the context, 
from whence it wiil appear, that his ſenſe is much 
better without this famous text, according to the 
reading of all the Greek manuſcripts. Now no- 
thing can be plainer, (and you yourlelf are obliged 
to acknowledge it,) than that St. John is profeſſed- 
ly maintaining this fundamental article of the chriſ- 
tian faith, that Jeſus is the Chriſt, or Son of God; 
upon the profeſſion of which Jews and Heathens 
were admitted into the chriſtian covenant, as un- 
deniab'y appears from the four Goſpels, and the 
acts of the apoſtles, where we have an account of 
the firſt converts to chriſtianity. The apoſtle like- 
wiſe ſets forth the glorious effects of this Goſpel 
faith, when fincerely entertained, that it enables 
true chriſtians readily and cheerfally to keep the 
commandments of God, which in other terms is 
loving God, and to overcome the temptations of 
this wicked world. This is evidently the purport 
of the five firſt verſes of this chapter: then the 
apoſtle proceeds, ver. 6. to eſtabliſh the evidence, 
on which this important article is founded; ?h:s 15 
be that came by water and blood, even Jeſus Chriſt, 
not by <vater only, but by water and blood; and it is 
the Spirit that beareth Witneſs, becauſe the Spirit ig 
truth: 
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uh: that is, God hath afforded abundant evi- 
dence of the truth of Chriſt's coming, by a voice 
from heaven, which audibly proclaimed him to be 
the Son of God; by Chriſt's ſhedding his blood in 
atteſtation to the truth of his being the very Chriſt, 
and which was demonſtrated by his reſurrection; 
and this truth was likewiſe confirmed by the won- 
derful gifts of the Spirit, with which Chriſt and 
his followers were endued, and nothing can be a 
ſtronger argument than this, becauſe the Spirit is 
truth itſelf. Then the apoſtle in the next verſe 


gives a reaſon of what is declared in the ſixth, 


which neceſſarily refers to the ſpirit, water and 
blood: for, ſays he, there are three that bear re- 
c:rd, the ſpirit, and the water, and the bleed; and 
theſe three agree in one; that is, the wonderful gifts 
of the Spirit, the baptiſm of water, wherein God 
teſtified, This is my beloved Son, and the ſhed- 
ding of his blood, attended with his reſurrection, 
undeniably demonſtrate to all unprejudiced perſons, 
that Jeſus was really ſent by God, and is the very |, 
Chriſt, it being impoſſible to conceive, that Al- 
mighty God would diſtinguiſh an impoſtor in this 
extraordinary way. Then the apoſtle argues from 
the nature of human teſtimony to divine, verſe . 
the law requires but two conſenting witneſſes, and 
here we have three, the ſpirit, the baptiſm, and 
paſſion of Chriſt, the threefold witneſs of God, 
which he bare of his Son ; and conſequently, the 
teſtimony of God is infinitely greater than that of 
men, and therefore ought to be more readily re- 
ceived, Verſe 10. he that-upon this evidence has 
a real belief in the Son of God, hath received the 
teſtimony of God himſelf: but he that is not 
convinced by this extraordinary evidence which 
God 


3 
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God hath given us, docs in eſſect make God x 
har, 

Thus, if the deſign of the apoſtle, and the whole 
context, be thoroughly weighed, the ſenſe is plain 
and rational, and the argument reſulting from it 
is full and ſtrong, without the aſſiſtance of the 
tefimony of the three in heaven; which, if in- 
ſerted, interrupts and ſpoils it, as obſerved be. 
fore. 

cannot conclude without obſerving, that, as the 
apoitle's profeſſed view was to point out the chriſ- 
tian faith, and the evidence on which it is found- 
ed, there ariſes from this very chapter a demonſtra- 
tive argument againſt the Athanaſian doctrine : 
for if it had been true, the apoſtle would have in- 
fallibly argued in this manner : whoſoever believeth 
that Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, are one God, 
is born of God; and who is be that overcometh the 
worid, but he that believeth thele three perſons to be 
one God? and then he would have proceeded to 
have proved this doctrine by arguments drawn from 
Revelation. But inſtead of this, we find a plain 
and familiar truth propoſed, exactly agreeable to 
the whole tenor of the Goſpe]; and likewiſe the 
evidence is clearly ſet forth, on which this truth 
is built, which is no leſs than the infallible teſti- 
mony of God himſelt. 


For God's ſake and for the honour of chriſtia- 
nity, let chriſtian proleffors of all denominations 
be prevailed upon to give up the decrees of men 
in matters of revelation ; let them learn to be con- 
tent with the plain ſimplicity of the Goſpel of 
Chriſt; let them embrace all chriſtians as bre- 
thren, who in earneſt believe this important doc- 

8 | tine, 
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trine, that Jeſus is the Chriſt, or Son of God; 
and above all, who demonſtrate the reality of 
their chriſtian profeſſion by living as becometh the 
Goſpel of Chriſt. 
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EXAMINATION of the 


Biſhop of LoxN Dox's Diſcourſe upon Phi- 
lipp. Ch. ii. Ver. 6, 7, 10, 11. 


VER learned and worthy dignitary of 

the church of Chicheſter has lately printed 
the Biſhop of London's diſcourſe upon Philipp. ch. 
11, ver. 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11. and has taken care to 
to get it propagated among common chriſtians, 
which ſeems intended as a ſort of anſwer to, or 
rather preſervative againſt, the appeal to the com- 
mon ſenſe of all chriſtian people, and which, I 
ſuppoſe, contains the whole of what this ingenious 
divine has to object in point of argument to that 
little piece. It is proper therefore that this diſ- 
courſe of the Biſhop's ſhould be examined, which 
hall be done with all due reſpect to his lordſhip 
and the worthy divine, who has made this uſe of 
his lordſhip's diſcourſe; and eſpecially as, I think, 
it has a natural tendency to promote the grand 
point attempted in this defence, viz. to bring this 
tamous controverſy to a final period. 

His lordſhip refers the words of the text to three 
diſtinct ſtates of Chriſt, viz. 1. His preexiſtence in 
heaven before he came into the world. 2. His 
ſtate of humiliation, whilſt he was upon earth. 3. 


His exaltation, which was given him by the Father 
as 2 reward of his humiliation. In other terms, the 


ſame perſon who exiſted in heaven, lived and ſuffered 
pon earth, and was exalted to an higher ſtate of 
glory in heaven upon account of his humiliation. 
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From this account, 2 is exactly agreeable to 
what is contended for inthe appeal and this defence, 
it neceſſarily follows that Chrill is a perſon inferior 
to the one Supreme God, it being on all fides 
agreed, that the Supreme God is incapable of a 
. ſtate. His lordſhip has not thrown out 
the leaſt hint, the leaft falvo to guard againſt this 
neceſſary deduction; the tenor of Ti 15 diſcourſe i is {0 
far from pointing out the uſual Athanaſian diſtinc- 
tion, viz. that Chriſt rene” as man, whilſt as 
God he continued incapable of ſufferings, that he 
expreſsly affirms, (p. 53) Tre Apoſtie confiters 
Jeſus Chriſt as the ſome perſen in all bis different 
ſtates of glory, humility and exaltation. If the ſame 
perſon who exiſted in heaven, ſuf ered upon earth, he 
muſt ſuffer in his higheſt capacity, and conſequent: 
ly, the inferiori:y of Chriſt to Almighty God, is 


unanſwerabiy eſta blilhed upon the principles of this 


alfeourſe = 
Again, the words thought it net robbery and made 
himſelf of- no reputation, ſignify in the original 
Greek, as his lordſhip obſerves, was not fond, or 
tenacious of, did not greedily retain, but emptied bin- 
ſelf. This is the ſenſe contended for in the Ap- 
eal ard this Defence. 


His Lordſhip obſerves, that whatever be the 


preciſe Meaning of Fre Ged and being equal 
to God, they are expreſſions that relate to the ſa ne 
Thins ; ſo that he <oho is poſſe Jed of the firſt, bas d 
a right to the laſt. This ſenſe is expreſsly allowed 
in this Defence. | 

But I am obliged to expreſs my Diſagreement 
with his Lordſhip, when he explains the Terms in 
which Chriſt's pre- exiſtent ſtare is fer forth, viz. 
the Form of God and to be equal to God, © The 


Form of God, ſays he, ex zpretits and contains a! 
thn'? 
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thoſe Glories, which Chriſt willingly ſuffered to be 
hid in his ſtate of humility and thoſe Glories 
were certainly thoſe things of his own, which the 
apoitle intended to ſnew that he did not look to, 
ver. 4. It deſerves to be conſidered, who, 
and what manner of perſon he is, to whom the 
proper and peculiar Glories of God, to whom his 
majeſty and power do belong, and fo belong to 
him as to be his own. Should God communicate 
his Glories to a creature in the higheſt degree that 
a creature is capable of receiving them, yet the 
Glories of God ſo communicated to the creature 
could in no ſenſe be ſaid to be the creature's own 
glories. Our own glories are thole only which are 
proper and peculiar to our own nature; for, as 
the apoſtle elſewhere lays, One thing diliereth 
from another thing in glory.“ p. 28, 29, 30. 

Anſ. i want to have ſome preciſe notion of his 
Lordſhip's expreſſions, the proper and peculiar Glo- 
ries of God, to whom his majeſty and power do be- 
long, and to be his own. Were they intended to 
ſhew, that Chriſt is God in as high a ſenſe as the 
Father? The direct contrary is maintained in ſeve- 
ral parts of this Diſcourſe, and particularly when 
Chriſt is ſtiled @ Sou ſubject to the Father, as a Sen 
receiving from him whatever he has ef p:wer, glo- 
ry, and majeſty, If Chriſt be ſubject to the Father, 
and has received bis all from the Father, it neceſſa- 
rily follows, according to the principles of com- 
mon ſenſe, that he is a perſon inferior to the Fa- 
ther; and conſequently, the doctrine contended 
for in the Appeal, is in effect confirmed by this 
very Diſcourſe. 

His Lordſhip's argument to prove that Chriſt 
cannot be a creature, is ſubtle and confuſed. 
Doubtleſs Chriſt has Glories of his own, and fo 
Ih 2 have 
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have angels and other beings. But, according to 
his Lordſhip's own conceſſion, Chriſt has received 
them all from the Father as well as angels; and 
conſequently, the Glories of Chriſt can no more 
be ſaid to be his own independently of the Fa— 
ther, than the glories communicated to angels can 
in this ſenſe be their own : and yet the Glories of 
Chriſt and angels may in another ſenſe be juſtly called 


their owe, as being peculiar to that nature which 


God hath given them. J Hoſcever, ſays our Lord, 
Luke ix. 26. Hall be aſbamed of me and my words, 
of him ſhall the Sen of Man be aſhamed, when be 
fall come in his own glory, and of the Father, and 
of the holy angels. Here the Father is exprelsly 
ſaid. to have glory peculiar to himſelf, the Son to 
have glory of his own, and the angels to have 
glory proper to their nature. As all creatures ſet 
forth the glory of God, ſo God hath communi- 
cated to Chritt and angels a greater portion of 
glory than to any other beings; and conſequently, 
Chriſt and angels may be properly ſaid to have 
glories of their own upon the ſame account, they 
being iuch as God hath appointed for them; and 
at the {ame time they cannot be ſaid to be their 

wn by an inherent and independent right, as 
Chriſt and angels have received from the Father 
whatever power, glory and majeſty they are pol- 
ſeſſed of. 

Again, does his Lordſhip mean that God hath 
communicated his very nature and eſſence to the 
Son? This, I apprehend, is an expreſs contra- 
diction in terms, it being abſolutely impoſſible 


that God ſhould communicate his very nature t0 


any other perſon or being, whether ſtiled his Son, 
or a creature, becauſe, upon this ſuppoſition, the 
Father and Son would be one and the ſame intel- 

ligent 
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ligent Being or Perſon. But this ſenſe ſeems diſ- 
claimed by his Lordſhip in ſeveral parts of this 
Diſcourſe ; more particularly, when he repreſents 
Chriſt as a perſon made Lord by Almighty God, 
as gv n and exalted by him. Indeed the main te- 
nor of £115 Diſcourle is abſolute iy inconſiſtent with 
ſich an abſurd doctrine 

{ am: ac a lols to tix his Lordſhip's preciſg mean- 
ing, when he reaſons in this manner: p. 35, 3 
« The Form of God, in the firſt part, anſwers 
both to the form of a ſervant, and the likeneſs of 
men in the ſecond part: the form of a ſervant be- 
ing common to all the different orders of crea- 
tures, it did not, of itſelf, ſufficiently expreſs 
what nature Chriſt took upon him, and therefore 
the a0Cition in the likeneſs of ian, Was but ne- 
ccſfary : but there are no different orders of beings, 
to whom the Form of God belongs: and theres 
tore, the apoſtle having told us, that Chriſt was 
in the Form of God, erg wanted no addition to 
inform us what kind or manner of being he was z 
for God has not communicated his Form or pro- 
per Glory to any of his creatures: the Form of 
God belongs to God only. 

And thas the argument of our Saviour's divi- 
nity 1 from this text ſtands. He . before he 
came into the world, the true and proper glories 
of divinity z and under the Old Teſtament appear- 
ed in the real majeſty of his Father. Whether the 
proper and peculiar glories of the Divinity and the 
cal majeſty of God are communicable to a crea- 
ture, judge ye. Beſides, if the apoſtle by ſaying 
Chriſt took the Form of a ſervant, and the like- 
neſs of men, means, that he became indeed a very 
creature, and man; conſider what he means by 
the ſame expreſſion in the other part, where he 

H ů h 3 affirms, 
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= that Chriſt was in the Form of God; and 
whether he can mean leſs than that he was God, 
above all creatures, as the Son of the family is ſu- 
perior to the ſervants, and ſubject to the Father, as 
a Son receiving from him whatever he has of power, 
glory, and 10 7000. 8 

Inſ. Here I obſerve that his Lordſhip has not 
d ſtincily explained in what preciſe ſen e we muſt 
take the divinity of Chrift: we are told that he 
can be no creature, nor leſs than God, and that the 
Form of God belongs to God only, On the other 
hand, we are informed within the compaſs of a 
few lines, that Chriſt is ſubjef to the Father, as a 
Sau receiving from him whatever he has of power, 
glory, ard majeſty. By the former account we are 
naturally led to A ve of Chriſt as God in as 
high a Pak as the Father; and by the latter we 
are taught to believe him to be inferior to the Fa- 
ther. The expreſſions on both ſides ſeem ſtrong 
and clear, and how to reconcile them, j know not. 
His Lordſhip very well knows, that the divinity 
of Chrift as revealed in Scripture, is not denied 
by Unitarian Chriftians, who contend for the no- 
tion of an inferior God, as being expreſsly warrant- 
ed by our Lord himſelf. And does not his Lord- 
ſhip himſelf clearly acknowledge the ſame, when 
he ſtyies Chriſt a perſon ſubject to the Father. 

If his Lordſhip would inſinuate that Chriſt, ac- 
cording to the notion of the reputed orthodox, is 
equal to the Father. with reſpect to nature, eſſence, 
or ſubſtance; I muſt beg leave to declare that this 
is never fer forth in ©cripture, as plainly appears by 


all the ſenſes, in which Chriſt is deſcribed as the 


Son of God, not one of which has the leaſt relation 


to metaphyſical eſſence, or ſubſtance. See my 
defence. | 
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His Lordſhip takes it for granted, that Chriſt 
appeared under the Ola T eſtament in the real majeſty 
of bis Father. Admitting the fact, Chriſt appcar- 
ed as an Angel reprc ſenting the one Supreme Gad, 
and ſpake, and acted in his name; and m 
this is ſo far from proving the ſupreme divinity of 
Chriſt, that it directly overthrows any ſuch notion, | 
the very ſame thing being applied to inferior Angels, 
wno are frequently repreſented in the Old Telta- 
ment as appearing, ſpeaking, and acting in the 
name of God. But with reſpect to this opinion of 
the Son's appearing under the Old Teſtament, tho 
it bas been generally entertained by antient and 
modern writers, it may be juſtly queſtioned whe» 
ther it has any ſolid foundation in Scripture, Tb 
author of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews ſeems to take | 
it tor granted, that God never made any revelation ; 
by his Son till he appeared in the fleſh, Heb. i. 2. 
—\ cn Heb. 2. 2. The Apoſtle's argument is 
oll, if the ſon was concerned in delivering the law 
to tie Jewiſh people; for the force of it depends 
upon this, that the law was publiſhed by the mi- 
wary of Angels, and the Goſpel by that of Chriſt, 
nd therefore, if diſobedience to the former was ſe- 
b condemned by Almighty God, how much 
more certain and ſevere will our puniſnment be, if 
we are regardleſs of the latter, as being delivered 
by a more exalted perſon than Angels, even the 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt? This is confirmed by other ex- 
preſs declarations, Acts vii. 38, 53. Galat, iii. 19.— 
Let Gen. 18 and 19 be compared with Heb. xiii. 
2. 25 therefore the appearances under the Old Teſt- 
nent were made by Angels repreſenting God, the 
a gamen uiually urged to prove Chriſt's divinity 
from theſe appearances, is effectually demoliſhed. 
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With regard to his Lordſhip's next obſervation, 
Whether the proper and peculiar glories of the divinity 
and the real Majeſty of God are communicable to a 
creature, judge ye; J anſwer, either theſe expreſſions 


were intended to repreſent Chriſt as God equal to 


the Father, or they were not : if they were, this 
notion is expreſs]y contradicted within the compaſs 
of a few lines, as obſerved before: if theſe expreſſi- 
ons were not intended to ſet forth this notion, then 
it follows from his Lordihip's premiſ-s, that God 
can communicate the proper glorics of the divinity 
to an inferior being; and if every inferior being 
who is produced by, or derived from, God, may 
be juſtly deemed a creature, his 1 ordſhip is again 
involved in an exprets contradiction. As to the 
term creature, 1t has been utually made uſe of by 
Athanaſian writers to render the opinion of their 
adverſaries odious and conte mptible! ? It is allowed 
by the Unitarians, that Chriſt is not expreſsly ſtyled 

a creature in Scripture; but certain it is that he is 
called the firſt being whom God produced or cre- 
ated; See my Defence. 

All his Lordſhip's embarraſſment is occaſioned 
by aſſuming, that the form of God cannot mean 
Jeſs than that he was God, as the form of a ſervant, 
means that he became a very creature and man. 
That the ferm of Cid and the form of a ſervant 
anſwer to each other, is readily granted: but then 
the queſtion is, what is the true notion of form? 
ff we conſider the conſtant uſe of the word form, 
it will appear that it never ſigniſies nature or eſſence 
in the metaphyfical ſenſe, but only external ſhape, 
figure, or likeneſs, See my defence, where all 
the paſſages, wherein this word occurs, are taken 
2 of. The form of God therefore naturally 

zznifies the likeneſs of GO, which is confirmed by 

the 
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the parallel expreſſion, 1% form of a ſervant or 
ſlave, of which his LO hath not given the 
preciſe notion, when he conſiders this expreſſion as 
denoting the common mark and character of all the 
creatures of God: a ſlave which is the true notion 
of the word in this paſſage, ſignifies a perſon in a 
{tate of abſolute ſubjection to a fellow-creature, and 
the form of a ſlave ſignihes the likeneſs of a ſlave, 
which exactly anſwers to the form of God : as 
Chriſt was in the form or likeneſs of God, ſo he was 
in the form or likeneſs of a ave. Remarkable it is, 
that our Saviour never was a flave in the ſtrict 
and literal ſenſe, but he put on the appearance 
of one, when he ſubmitted to ſuch treatment 
as flaves uſually meet with, and likewiſe when 
he died the death of a ſlave. See my Defence. 

His Lordſhip has not given any particular ex- 
plication of Chrilt being tyled equal with God ac- 
cording to our Engliſn tration, which he juſtly 
contends runs parallel to ihe form of God: now the 
expreſſion in Greek ſignifies lixeneſs of God, which 
fill farther demonſtrates that the form of God de- 
notes likeneſs of God. See my Defence. 

I agree with his Lordſhip, that the Apoſtle in 
the place before us ſays nothing of nature or eſſence. 
There are very ſparing intimations of metaphyſical 
na ure or eſſence in Scripture. But I am ſurprized 
at his Lordſhip's inference, that the natural powers 
ard dignitics of Chriſt were not increaſed, and that 
they were not capable of being increaſed. Surely this 
cannot be truly ſaid of any perſon or being, ex- 

epting the one Supreme God. The natural powers 
of all inferior beings are capable of being encreaſed, 
or diminiſhed by Almighty God. Particularly 
we are aſſured, that Chriſt during ſome part of his 
tate of humiliation increaſed in wiſdom as well as 
ſtature; 
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ſtature; and after his reſurrection we are informed, 
that all power was given him by the Father for the 
glorious purpoſe of the Goſpel diſpenſation, and 
conſequeatly, he then became poſſeſſed of a power 
which he had not before : again, whilſt Chriſt was 
upon earth, he did not know the day of judgment; 
but when he aſcended into heaven, it was revealed 
to him by the Father upon account of his extraor- 
dinary merits, as we are informed in the gth ch. of 
Revelation, and conſequently his knowledge was 
then increaſed. How then can it be conſiſtentiy 
affirmed, that the natural powers of Chriſt were 
incapable of being increaſed? Are not power, 
knowledge, and wiſdom the natural powers of all 
intelligent beings? As for nature or eſſence con- 
ſidered as diſtinct from rational powers, it is a mere 
abſtract notion, of which we can. form no clear 

idea. | | 
The Contraſt which his Lordſhip has obſerved 
between Adam and Chriſt, I allow to be juſt and 
right; it indeed clearly illuſtrates and confirms the 
ſenſe of likeneſs of Ged here contended for. Adam 
was tempted to eat the forbidden fruit upon the 
hopes that it would make him like to God, and 
increaſe him in knowledge. On the other hand, 
Chriſt who was in the form or likeneſs of God, vo- 
juntarily laid aſide that likeneſs, and condeſcended 
to a mean and humble ſtate. Adam was puniſhed. 
for his price and preſumption ; Chriſt was reward- 
ed for his humility, This, I apprehend, is a plain 
and clear account, which is ſpoiled by his Lord- 
ſhip's obſervation, that Chri/t bad a right by nature 
to appear in the majeſty and glory of God. It has been 
already ſhewn, that this is not the meaning of e 
form of Ged: It is likewiſe expreſsly contrary to 
the whole tenor of Scripture, which has, in ” 
mor 
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moſt ſolemn manner, determined Chriſt's depend- 
ence upon, and inferiority to, the one Supreme 
God: it is contradicted by ſeveral conceſſions in 
this very diſcourſe. Either this declaration was 
intended to ſer forth the Supreme Divinity of Chriſt, 
or it was not: if the former, how could Chriſt 
poſibly diveſt himſelf of the glorious perfections 
of the divine nature, one of which is immutability ? 
The three diſtinct ſtates of Chriſt, according to his 
Lordſhip's own account, undeniably demonſtrate 
that Chr e ſt cannot be God in as high a ſenſe as the 
Father, it being infinitely abſurd to imagine, that 
the Supreme God ſhould undergo any ſuch change. 
But it this declaration was not intended to ſet forth 
Chriſt's Supreme Divinity, then the argument 
formed from the Apoſtle's expreſſion form of Gad, 
to prove the Supreme Divinity, falis to the ground. 

His Lordſhip when he b deſcribing Chriſt's pre- 
ziſtent ſtate, quotes John i. 2, 3. p. 15. 16. with- 
out giving the words any particular explication. 
But the worthy divine who has publiſh-& this diſ- 
courſe, has added a ſhort note, viz. H/boever. ſhall 
attempt to ſet aſide the plain import and authority of 
theſe and other texts of Scripture to the ſame purpoſe, 
by any lot and trifling evaſions, canuot be ſaid to ap- 
peal to the common ſenſe of Chriſtiaus, or to write with 
any good ſenſe and judgment at all. , 

Anſ. Thus has this learned divine endeavoured 
to overthrow the appeal to the common ſenſe of 
Chriſtians, by a ſmall daſh of his pen, without ſo 
much as attempting to write 2 direct anſwer to that 
little piece, and which I am now deeply convinced, 
is built upon a ſtrong foundation, there being few 
perſons in Europe more capable of overthrowing it 
than this extraordinary divine, The Athanaſian 

3 doctrine, 


[ 476 ] 
doctrine in point of argument is gone, is gone for 
ever * 


Bur to come directly to the po nt: This worthy 


— 


1 


perſon very well Knows, that the appellant never 
o ſer aſide the authority of any texts of 
but it has been his particular aim to 
Ct the authority of Scripture in oppoſition 
to the authority of man; to pay a greater -regard 
o the decrees of the M. It High God, than the de- 
erminations of the greateſt mortals upon earth; to 
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prefer divine to human eſtabliſhments : upon this 
very account he has incurred the od] of his Bre- 
thren, and has expoſed himſelf to many difficulties 
in human lite. 

With reſpect to the Goſpel of St. John, one can 
icarce turn to any Chapter of it without obſerving 
that Chriſt has in the moſt ſolemn manner, repre- 
ſented himſelf as a Sik on interior to his oy and 
Father: there are above an hundred paſſages in this 
very Goſpel, that ſo ſtrongly, clearly, and F de 
5 ſet forth the ſupremacy of the. Father, and in- 
riority of Chriſt, as cannot be evaded without 
deſtr oying the uſe of language, and turning the 
Scripture Itſelf i into rid! cule : our Lord ſeems to have 
choſen his expreſſions on purpoſe to guard againſt 
the infatuation of Chriſtian profeſſors, during the 
apoſtate ſtate of the church. When therefore St. 
John repreſents Chriſt in the beginning of his 
Golpe! as a God exiſting with God, can it be 
thought a low and trifling er aſion to interpret this 
conſiſtently with our Lord 's own ceclarations, as 
recorded by St. John? Does not this learned divine 


very well know; that the word, God, was fre- 


Si Pergama Dextra 
Defendi poſſent, etiam hac defenſa fuiſſent. 


quently 
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quently uſed in an inferior ſenſe by Heathens, Jews, 
and the ſacred writers? And has not our Lord him- 
ſelf expreſsly contended for the notion of an infe- 
rior God ? See Appeal and defence. The Biſhop 
himſelf in this very diſcourſe has deſcribed the Son 
as ſubject to, and receiving all his power and au- 
thority from the Father; and therefore, if his 
lordſhip be conſiſtent with himſelf, he cannot be 
ſuppoſed to interpret this famous paſſage of St. 
John in the ſenſe of making Chriſt God in as high 
a enſe as the Father: and thi worthy and extra- 
ordinary perſon has delivered it as his opinion 
under his own hand, that he zcver denied any ſupe- 
riority in the God and Father of all that is conſiſtent 
with the divinity and worſhip of the San. How 
therefore can this Chriſtian divine charge the appel- 
lant with low and trifling evaſions, when he inter- 
prets the title of God conliſtently with the acknow 
ledgement of the one Supreme God and Father of 
all, by the expreſs authority of our Saviour; when 
this truth is maintained in the very diſcourſe he has 
publiſned himſelf; and he himſelf has been obliged, 
in a private debate, by the brightneſs of evidence 
to coniels the fame ? 

But this ingenious divine med to lay the great- 
et ſtreſs upon the work of creation being af cribed 
to Chriſt, and denies his in * atal agency un- 
der God the Father: he looks upon this ſenſe as 
ſupported only by low and trifling evaſions, and 
ſeems very confident, that it has no foundation in 
language. Let chis affair be examined to tt ne 
bottom. 

That the prepoſition (412) with a genitive caſe 
is frequently uſed to expreſs inſtrumental or inferior 
agency undeniably appears from many expreſs in- 
ſtances in the New Teſtament. John i, 17. 


law 
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law was given by Moſes, (la Mages) Acts ii. 43. 
and many ftgns and wonders were done by the A. 
Poſtles. (Ala Tw Amour) —Acts v. 12. and by tbe 
bands of the Apoſtles * were many ſigns and wonders 
wrought, —Acts xix. 11. and God wrought ſpecial 
miracles by the hands of Paul. (Az tw x£gwy Tiavas) 
---Galat. iii. 19. ordained by Angels, di ayyman) 
It is unneceſſary to produce more inſtances to con- 
firm this obſer vation, that (Au) with a genitive 
caſe is frequently uſed to expreſs inferior agency. 
When theretcre it is aſfirmed that grace and truth 
came by Chriſt, (Ala Keirz) as well as that the law 
was given Y Moſes, (Az Murs) it is ſurely very 
natural to infer that as Moles was inſtrumentally 
employed by God in the delivery of the law, fo 
Chriſt was inſtrumentally employed in eſtabliſhing 
the Goſpel Covenant. Again, when it is declared, 
Acts 2. 22. that Jeſus of Nazareth was a man ap- 
proved by God amongſt you by ſigns and wonders 
which God did by Lim ; (As avrz) 1s not this exactly 
parallel to what is {aid of the Apoſtles v. 43. that 
many ſigns were done by the Apoſtles; Aia Ares 
Xp) and likewiſe to Acts xix. 11. God wrought 
ſpecial miracles by the hands of Paul? (Az rw 
Nele ads) and conſequently, the agency of 
Chrift in working miracles 1s of an inferior nature, 
tho' doudtleis ſuperior to that of the Apoſtles. 
When, therefore, all things are ſaid to be made by 
(or thro') him (A @vrz,) this muſt be interpreted 
of inſtrumental agency, which ſenſe is ſtrongly con- 
firmed by the ute of a different prepoſition, when 
the agency of God the Father is ſet forth. 1 Cor. 
viii. 6. To us (viz. Chriſtians) there is but one God, 


>, 


the Father, of whom (g A) are all things, and we 
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for him; and one Lord Jeſus Chriſt by (or thro”) 
«him (Aix) are all things, and we by (or thre) 
him (o' aur) Ephes. iii. 9. God who created all 
things by (or thro' ) Feſus Chriſt (dix Inos Xęira) add 
to this, that the inſtrumental agency of Chriſt was 
intcnded by the facred writers, appears by the uni- 
form conſent of the primitive church; and more 
particularly, Origen and Euſcbius, two very learn- 
ed Greek writers, have taken notice of the diſtinc- 
tion here contended for. 

What is urged on the other ſide to invalidate 
theſe obſervations is, that (&% 2) by whom, is ſome- 
times applied to the Father, viz. Ke m. xi 36. Heb. 
2. 10. and in him ('w avs) is applied to the Son, 
Coloſs. 1. 16. with reſpect to this objection, it is 
carefully to be obſerved, that thro* him or <whor 
(S when applied to the Father, never ſignifies. 
the orginal production of things by his Almighty 
Power, but the preſervation, or government ef 
things thro' his providential care, or ſomething 
to this effect. Thus when the Apoſtle declares of 
God, of bim end through bim and to him ore all 
things; (28 õæ br , x. 915 gw re, i £65 QUTOY D TATE) 
Rom. xi. 36. The meaning is, from him as the 
original and efficient cauſe are all things; through 
his providential care they are preſerved; and to 
his glory they all redound. Thus Heb. 2. 10. It 
became him for whom are all things (di or 7% r * 
that is, upon whole account, or to whoſe ultimate 
glory all things were created; and thro' whom are 
all things: (%'s r Tarrz) The meaning certainly 


* Az with an accuſative caſe fignifies upon the accou t of; 
thus Matth. 10. 22. (d r oe, we) for my name's fake ; 
Match. 19. 12. (9:2 TY,v Sache T perv ſor the kingdom of 
Heaven's ſake; Mark, 2. 4. (J. vo e] upon the account of 
the multitude. | 
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is thro* whoſe providence all things are governed.. 


From whence it plainly appears, that "the word 
() throigh, never ſignifies the original efficiency 
of the firſt cauſe; and it neceſſarily conveys a dif- 
ferent ſenſe, when it is uſed in expreſs contradiſ- 
tinction to original efficiency; 1 Cor. viii. 6. Rom. 
136. Ephel. 3.9. 

With reſpect to (e 4vrw) by him, Coloſſ. i. 16. 
if 18 of the ſame import with (4 wt; by him, \ in the 
ſame verſe, as obſerved in my Defence. 

As to tnat objection, that creation is aſcribed to 
C hriſt without any of the diſtinctive prepoſitions; 
the only text produced in proof of this is, Heb. 
Ch. i. 10. But very conſiderable evidence has 
been offered to ſhew, that the Apoſtle directed this 
to 3 * Father. See my Appe al and Defence. 

There has lately appeared another objection 
for . upon Luke ii. 26. and it was revealed unto 
him by (77) the Holy Ghoſt, that he ſhould not 
ſee death, before he had ſeen the Lord's Chriſt, 
From hence it is inferred, that the prime agen- 
cy of the Holy Ghoſt in this affair is denoted 
accord! ng to the Unitarian diſtinction ; otherwiſe, 
the prepoſition thro? (ν ? would have been uſed, 
But that no ſuch inference can be rightly drawn 
from this inlt⸗ nce, is evident, becauſe the prepo- 
ſition by v7”) is never uſed in the ſame diſtinctive ._ 
manner with Zo! di but is indifferently applied 
to any thing or tranſacti ion, whether performed by 
God or e r Thus the Angel Gabriel 
was ſent from (uro) God. Luke 1. 26. —This is he 
that was ſp zoken of by (urs) the Prophet Eſaias. 
Matt. iii. 3. Then Herod when he ſaw that he 


was mocked hy bre) the wiſe men, Matt. ii. 16.— 
To be tem pred of or by (ze) the Devil. Matt. iv. I. 
A reed ſhaken by (uno) the wind. Matt. xi. 7. 


But 
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But how does this indifferent uſe of the prepoſitiori 
(ve) prove, that the prepoſition (is) was not de- 
ſigned to expreſs inferior agency, when it is uſed 
in cont adiſtinction to the ſupreme efficiency of 
Almighty God, which is expreſſed by another pre- 
poſition ? | 

But what may have conſiderable weight in de- 
termining this point, namely, the inſtrumental a- 
cency of Chriſt in the work of creation, the Bi- 
ſhop himſelf expreſſes the ſame notion in this very 
diſcourſe : Chriſt Jeſus was indeed ſubſervient to his 
Father in the creation of the worlds. p. 54. His 
Lordſhip indeed in another part of this diſcourſe 
obſerves, that St. John, when he ſpeaks of Chriſt*s 
eternal and inherent power, aſcribes the creation of 
all things to him, If his Lordſhip means by this 
Expreſſion, that Chriſt was eternal in the ſame un- 
limited ſenſe with the Father, and that he was poſ- 
ſeſſed of an abſolute inherent power independent of 
the Father; this is expreſsly contradicted by the 
Scripture account, which ſtyles him the firji-b5rn of 
every creature, and the beginning of the creation of Goa, 
or the firſt being whom God produced, or created 
and conſequently neither eternity, nor power can be 
aſcribed to him in the ſame abſolute ſenſe with the 
rather : let Chriſt be ſuppoſed ever ſo excellent and 
e10110us, yet ſtill he received all his perfect ions from 
the one ſupreme God, to whom our Lord him- 
ſelf made the moſt ſolemn acknowledgments. 

With reſpect to Chriſt's Eternity, his Lordſhip 
ſeems to take it for granted, that he himſelf has aſ- 
lerted it, John viii. Before Abraham was, I am. He 
thinks this declaration neceſſarily ſigniſies his eter- 
nity and permanency of duration; juſt as God in 
the Old Teſtament choſe to expreſs his cwn eterni- 
ty ard power, when Moſes enquired after the name 
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of God, in theſe words, I am that I am, thus ſhalt 


thou ſay to the children of Iſrael, I am hath ſent me 
unto you. Exod. iii. 14. p. 16, 17. 


Anſ. 1. 1 obſerve that the words of our Saviour 
may be juſtly rendered, before Abraham was, I was, 
which overthrows his Lordſhip's argument to prove 
his eternity; for in this caſe the aſſertion proves no 
more than that Chriſt had an exiſtence before Abra- 
ham. There are ſeveral inſtances produced in my 
Defence, whereby it appears that the paſt time is fre. 
quently expreſſed in Scripture by a word uſually de- 
noting the preſent time (viz; ec). 2. *Tis far from 
being certain, that I am that I am in the Old Teſta- 
ment was intended to ſet forth the eternity and ne- 
ceſlary exiſtence of God. The learned Biſhop Hare, 
as obſerved in my Defence, has given another in- 
terpretation more natural and rational, as bein 
well adapted to the temper of the Iſraelites, to 
whom the words were directed, and of which ſenſe 
they are ſtrictly capable. He has very ingeniouſly 
proved that the. name Jehovah, ® which is founded 
upon theſe words I am that I am, is no more than 
a relative term originally intended to ſhew the Iſ- 
raelites, that Moſes received his commiſſion from 
the God of their fathers, Abraham, Iſaac, and Ja- 
cob : this ſenſe ſeems vaſtly more probable, and 
would ſtrike the minds of the Iſraelites with greater 
force, than a metaphyſical account of God's eter- 
aity and neceſſary exiſtence, 

His Lordſhip ſeems to treat the notion of a new 
creation entertained by many Unitarian Chriſtians, 
as highly abſurd, But when all the paſſages relative 
to this point, are nicely compared, a new creation 
does not appear ſo forced and unnatural, as it has 


* Vid, Prolegomena in Pſalmos, p. 13, 14, 15. 
been 
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been commonly repreſented. Remarkable it is, 


that in all thoſe paſſages wherein Chriſt is ſet forth 


as ſubſervient to God in the work of creation, the 
heaven and the ear ch are never expreſsly mentioned. 
Heb. i. 10. to which his Lordſhip refers, is not ap- 
plied to the Son, but God the Father. See Appen. 
and Defenſe. However, whether the old, or the 
new creation, was intended by the ſacred writers, 


which is one of thoſe points for which probable. 


arguments may be urged on both fi les, certain it 
is that Chriſt is repreſented as an inferior inſtru— 
ment acting in ſubordination to God the ſupreme 
Creator. Again, however this point be determin- 
ed, his Lordlhip fairly acknowledges, that no wor- 
ſhip is due to Chriſt upon account of the part he 
bore in the work of creation, bur is entirely founded 
upon a command of the Father, in conſequence of 
the redemption. I take a particular ſatisfaction in 
giving my hearty aſſent to his Lordſhip's account 
of the honour and worſhip paid to Chrilt in Scrip- 
ture, and beg leave to make ſome obſervations 
upon this Scripture doctrine. | 

1, If Chriſt was made Lord of all things by the 


Father, when he had perfected the redemption of 


the world ; if the power now exerciſed by the Son 
is the Father's power, which, as it is at laſt to be 


given up to him, ſo was it at firſt received from him: 


if the Father hath exalted Chriſt to the right-hand 
of his Majeſty on high, and given him to be head 
over all principalities and powers: if this be a clear 
account of the affair, as delivered in his Lordſhip's 
own words; from theſe premiſes it undeniably fol- 
lows, that the Father is the one ſupreme God, and 


that Chriſt, even in his moft exalted ſtate, is a 


perſon inferior to the one ſupreme God, by whom 


be was advanced to his dignity and honour, and 
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from whom he has received all the power and au- 
thority, with which he is inveſted for the govern- 
ment of the church. *Tis high time for Chriſtians 
to lay aſide all unneceſſary altercations about nature 
and eſſence, and to fix upon this foundation, where- 
in all muſt be uniformly agreed ; ſo that, whether 
Chriſt was employed by God in the work of crea- 
tion, or not; whether he was produced by the Fa- 
ther betore all ages; or whether thoſe few paſſages, 
wherein his ſuppoſed pre- exiſtent ſtate is deſcribed, 
may pot poſſibly be capable of another ſenſe; Chriſti- 
ans ſhould embrace each other as brethren in Chriſt, 
who are ready to profeſs, according to his Lord- 
fhip's own account, that 7eſus is the Lord, that 
God raiſed him from the dead, and that God hath 
made him head of the Church, and given him all power 
and authority tor the government of it. This is 
the grand point in which Chriſtians are mainly con- 
cerned : and happy had it been for the Chrift:an 
world, it their zal and attention had been chiefly 
employed upon the plain and eſſential points of 
Chriſt's religion. 

2. If, according to his Lordſhip's account, the 
foundation of the worſhip paid to Chriſt, be de- 
rived from his exaltation : if the worſhip paid to 
God the Father, is founded upon his being Crea- 
tor of all things: if the worſhip paid to Chriſt, is 
founded in this, that he was ſlain, and did by his 
blood redeem us: if all the honour paid to Chrift 
be ultimately referred to the glory of God the Fa- 
ther : if the worſhip of Chriſt be conſiſtent with the 
diving law. hou ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God, and 
bim 0; ſbalt thou ſerve, becauſe *tis part of the 
ſeivice we owe io God, as being practiſed in con- 
ſequence of the power and glory conferred on him 
by God, and in virtue of a command received _ 
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God: if we cannot form our devotions from a bet- 
ter copy than the hymns recorded in the Revela- 
tion of St. John: if this be a faithful repreſenta- 
tion of Scripture worſhip, as it certainly is, it ne- 
ceſſarily follows, that the diſtinction about ſupreme 
and interior worſhip, is ſolid and ſcriptural; and 
that the doctrine delivered in the Appeal and this 
Defence, relating to this important point, is ſup- 
ported by the authority of this eminent Biſhop : 
from his Lordſnip's premiſſes it neceſiarily follows, 
that the direct invocation of the Holy Spirit in 
prayer, praiſe, or glory, and the worſhip of three 
perſons and one God, are not warranted by Scrip- 
ture; God and Chriſt being the only objects, to 
whom the hymns in Revelation are directed; and 
we cannot, as his Lordſhip rightly obſerves, form 
our devotions from a better copy than that which 
they have ſet us. Remarkable it is, that his Lord- 
ſhip has given the ſame interpretation of the 4th 
and 5th chap. of the Revelation that is found in 
the Appeal. 

As therefore the Athanaſian doctrine and worſhi 
ſeem to be given up in the pulpit, ſurely the con- 
duct of the Appellant ſhould not be ſo much blamed, 
who has thought himſelf obliged to practiſe in the 
public worſhip of Almighty God, according to 
the pattern of Scripture; in other terms, *tis cer- 
tainſy right to practiſe in the pew conſiſtently with 
the doctrine delivered in the puipit. *Tis not con- 
ſiſtent with the character of Chriſtian divines to 
contend for the Uſe of Forms, merely becauſe eſta- 
bliſhed by public authority. Has the civil power 
a right to appoint beings to be invoked, withour 
any warrant from the God of Gods? If the civil 
power has any ſuch right, *tis abſolute nonſenſe 
to talk of a Revelation from heaven ; for if God 


has 
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has determined one thing, and the civil power the 
178 t contrary, we mult, in this caſe, prefer the 

uthority of mortal men to that of the moſt high 
10 of heaven and carth. This impious prin- 
ciple (for fo I muſt beg leave to ſtyle it) has a na- 
tural tendency to far ctify all the vile ſuperſtition 
and abſurd idolatry that ever obtained in the hea- 
tzen and Chriſtian world. Gods eſtabliſhed by law 
have <clipled in many places, and in others have 
quite ctinguiſhed among men the glory of the one 
ſupreme God; ; and one great defign of our Lord's 
coming into the world was, to demoliſh this hea- 
then principle, namely, that 'tis the duty of all 
1 to worſhip the gods eſtabliſhed in their re- 
{-ective countries. 

U,on tne whole, let his Lordſhip's account of 
Scri;ture worſhip be uniformly purſucd: get Chril- 
tians of all denominations be exhorted to bow their 
&xees to the Father _—_ Lord Jeſus Chriſt — who 
bath bl-fſed us with all /pritual Bleſſings in beavenly 
th ngs, in or throuch Ci#ift, Ter them learn to be 
content with Joining with many angels round about 
the wbrone, and the living creatures and the e'ders, ſay- 
ing, Mortly i. te Lamb that was ſlain to receive power, 
Liebes, and wiſaom, and ſirength, and honour, and 
glory and Pleſſing; and with the whole creation, ſay- 
ing, Bleſſing, and honour, and glory, and power be 
ahh him that fitte:!h upon the throne, and unto the 

Lamb for ever and ever. Let the eminent Biſhop 
of London ſet his Clergy and people a noble and 
Chriſtian example, by omitting, when he officiates 
in public, thoſe parts of our public forms that break 
in upon the worſhip eſtabliſhed by the expreſs au- 
thority of God, and which Scripture worſhip his 
Lordſhip himſelf has recommended from the pul- 
Pit. . Miniſters of all denominations be per- 
| ſuaded 
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ſuaded to adhere cloſely to the directions of our 
bleſſed Lord in the grand point of religious worſhip, 
and to follow the paitern ſo plainly laid before 
them by the holy Apoſtles, without any regard to 
the authority of man. Let Chriſtian people be 
honeſtly inſtructed, that no power upon earth has 

a right to impoſe articles of Faith, and forms * 
of w orſhip, upon the conſciences of brit with- 
out an expreſs warrant from that one Laug ver who 
1s able to [ave and to deſtroy. 

In order to induce Chriftian Miniſters and people 
to comply with their duty in this important point, 
I ſhall:-make an obſervation that naturally ariſcs 
from the Biſhop's text, and which will be found 
at laſt of infinitely more conſcquence than the moſt 
exact notions of Chriſt's perſon and dignity ; and 
that is, the indiſpenſible obligation we are under, 
as Chriſtians, to imitate the example of Chriſt ſo 
powerfully recommended to us by St. Paul in this 
remarkable paſſage : Let this mind, ſays he, be in you 
which was alſo in Chriſt Feſus , who being in the 
form of God, Sc. If fo glorious and divine a per- 
ſon condeſcended ſo low, and willingly ſuffered fo 
much in the cauſe of God and truth ; we that pro- 
teſs ourſelves his dilciples, whether Miniſters or 
people, are ſtrongly called upon to diſregard all 
worldly concerns, when the honour of che one ſu- 
preme God is the point in queſtion. Tis certainly 

our duty to give up all public authority, and to 
run all poſſible hazards, in order to reſtore that 
pure and holy religion which Chriſt eſtabliſhed, 
and which has been fo much corrupted and depra- 
ved in all Chriſtian countries; that we may contri- 
dute our part towards the haſtening of that bleſſed 


I mean with reſpect to the object 
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time, when we are aſſured by Scripture prophecy, 
that all the kingdoms of the world ſhall become 
the kingdoms of God and of his Chriſt, Above 
all, let the glorious rewards ' promiſed to God's 
faithful ſervants, more particularly aſcertained b 

Chriſt's example, excite our obedience. If the 
things of this preſent world too ſtrongly engage our 
affections, let us conlider the bleſſed Jeſus ſeeming- 
ly abandoned by God and man, ſuffering a painful 
and ſcandalous death upon the croſs; and after- 
wards let us view him exalted to the higheſt pitch 
of dignity and honour, as a reward of his obedi- 
ence and humility. Our Lord himſelf after his ex- 
alted ſtate, has made the application, in which all 
his real diſciples, whether Miniſters or people, 
ſhould think themſelves nearly concerned. To him 
that overcometh, ſays Chriſt, «21/7 1 grant to fit with 
me in my throne, even as I alſo overcame, and am ſet 
gown with my Father in his throne. Revel. iii. 21. 
Be thou faithful unto death, and 1 will give thee a 
crown of life. Revel. ii. 10, Let us extend our 


views to that folemn time, when our Lord ſhall 


appear in his glorious majeſty to judge the quick 
and dead; and let us faithfully repreſent to our ſouls 
what queſtions may poſſibly or probably be aſked at 


that tremendous time; and we ſhall want no encou- 


ragement to purſue the cauſe of Chriſt's religion, 
with ſincerity, fortitude, and perſeverance, in oppo- 
ſition to every intereſt of this ſhort and dying life. 

I think it but common juſtice to obſerve that 
there is another interpretation given of this contro- 


verted paſſage in the Philippians by ſome worthy, 
Chriſtians, and which is far from being unreaſon- 


able. The Biſhop indeed takes it for granted, that 


the words neceſſarily refer to Chriſt's pre-exiſtent 
itate ; and probably they do ſo : but they are ow 
| tainly 
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_ capable of a good ſenſe, without any refer- 

nce to a pre- exiſtent ſtate. The 6th, 9th, and 
Sch verſes may be thus paraphraſed: Who, the? 
he wa: like the moit high God, and repreſented 
his m:jcity and power to us by virtue of extraordi- 
Niry miracles, and likewiſe by that honour Which 
was given him by men upon account of his ama- 
zing power, yet was not eager to retain that RRe- 
neſs 55 God; but, in condeſcenſion to the wall 
of God, he laid aſide that glorious ſtate, and be- 
came like a ſlave, by ſuffering himſelf to be treated 
as ſuch, with all forts of indignities, and ia a 
reared as 2 common man; and heing thus found 
in his external ſtate and condition like a common 
mortal, he humbled himſelf fo far at the will of 
God as to ſubmit, not only to death, but the moſt 
painful and ſcandalous death of the croſs.” Wore 
fore God alſo bath 5 2b ed him, Sc. 

According to this citation, we have three 
diſtin ſtares of Je us Ohriſt clearly pointed 
out: 1. A ſtate of diggity whiltt he was enga- 
ged in miraculous opera ions. 2. His ſtate of 
humility, whiltt he was in the power of his ene- 
mies, from whom he ſuffered ſo much. 3. His 
exaltation to a more glorious tate than he enjoyed 
before, as a reward of his humility and obedience. 
The fenſe given of theſe expreſſions was made in 
the tkeneſs of men, or became like men, and was 
nade in the likencſs of men, may be juſtified by Judg. 
Chap. Xvi. ver 7, Ii, 17. where Samion, though 
he was a man, yet ſays he ſhoul.i become as any 
other man, if fuch 5 ſuch things were done un 
do him. 
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